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CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 


REGARDING COLUMBUS CENTER (Turnpike AIR RIGHTS PARCELS 16 & 17) 
Chair: Christine Colley 


TO: Souend.org, and South End Library and Boston Public Library 
FROM: Randi Lathrop, BRA 617-918-4302 
DATE: April 9, 2001 


RE: Public Comments for Columbus Center, Air Rights Parcel 16 & 17 


Enclosed you will find public comments for Air Rights Parcel 16 & 17 called 
Columbus Center. Please file these with the PNF information. 


Thanks you. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
STATE HOUSE, BOSTON 02133-1054 


SALVATORE F. DIMASI Assistant Majority Whip 
3RO SUFFOLK DISTRICT , 
102 COMMERCIAL STREET 
BOSTON, MA 02109 
TEL. (617) 742-1085 


ROOM 481, STATE HOUSE 
MEL (Gik/)e722-2255 


March 28, 2001 


Mr. Roger Cassin 

Columbus Center Associates 
6 Faneuil Hall Marketplace 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109 


Dear Mr. Cassin. 


I have received numerous complaints regarding the development of parcel 16 and 17, 
known as the Columbus Center. Specifically, I am concerned with the size and scope of 
the proposed development. 


Considering the time and effort that was devoted to the creation of the “Civic Vision for 

Air Rights in Boston” specifically in regards to height limitations, I am very concerned 
with the height of the two proposed towers. Although the Civic Vision calls for buildings 
on Parcels 16 and 17 not to exceed 150 feet, the proposed towers are 402 and 338 Teen 
respectively. It appears that the taller of the two towers on parcel 16 is a proposed 252 
eet higher that what was called for in the Civic Vision, 


The location of the proposed project in regards to the historic significance of the area 
must be addressed as well. Although the development of air rights and land owned by the 
Massachusetts Turnpike Authority has been granted zoning exemptions by the 1997 
Metropolitan Highway System legislation, I strongly urge that Cclumbus Center 
Development exterior architecture complement the surrounding neighborhood. 


In addition, I have concerns regarding the possible development of a park on parcel 18. 
The creation of a park must be addressed further and an affirmative answer from the 
Boston Redevelopment Authority and Columbus Center Associates must be given to the 
3 community if the proposal for parcel 16 and 17 is to proceed. 


Digitized by the Internet Archive 
in 2024 with funding trom 
Boston Public Library 


https://archive.org/details/publiccommentsfoOObost_2 


I look forward to working with Columbus Center Associates and the residents of the 
surrounding communities toward a mutually beneficial outcome. Thank you for your 
attention to the needs of the community that will be affected by the development of these 
parcels. If my office can be of any assistance please do not hesitate to call. 


Sincerel 


SALVATORE F. DIMASI 
Majority Whip 


cc: The Honorable Thomas M. Menino 
The Honorable James Kelly 
Ms. Randi Lathrop, BRA 
Ms. Christine Colley, Chair, Citizen Advisory Committee 
Mr. Michael Maddigan, Bay Village Neighborhood Assoc. 
Mr. John A. Shope, Bay Village Neighborhood Assoc. 
Mr. John Herbert, Ellis Neighborhood Assoc. 
Mr. Doug Anderson, Ellis Neighborhood Assoc. 
Ms. Susan Scott, Cazenove/St. Charles St. Alliance 
Mr. George Carpinone 
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- an NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION, INCORPORATED 
Post Office Box 961, Back Bay Annex, Boston, MA 02117 


Ms. Randi Lathrop, Assistant Director for Community Planning April’3, 2001 
Boston Redevelopment Authority & Economic Development Industrial Corporation 

Boston City Hall, Ninth Floor 

Boston, Massachusetts 02201 i via courier & facsimile 


Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


We are writing as part of the public review process for Massachusetts Turnpike Parcels 
16 and 17, in response to the filing of the Project Notification Form (PNF). We are 
submitting the attached seventy-two comments to you for immediate re-distribution to the 
Mayor's development staff, the CAC (Citizens Advisory Committee), the BRA (Boston 
Redevelopment Authority), the Massachusetts Executive Office of Environmental Affairs, the 
MIA (Massachusetts Turnpike Authority), and the Proponent. These comments are by no 
means exhaustive, and will be supplemented in the coming weeks. 

The Ellis Neighborhood Association would probably support a project that complies 
with the Civic Vision turnpike master plan, and that has a specific design which is 
aesthetically and environmentally sound. We are extremely dismayed by the insistence of 
turnpike/developer to proceed with the proposed development of Parcels 16 and 17. This 
project is more than double the size established as economically feasible in the Civic Vision 
master plan, yet the turnpike/developer has offered no explanation or justification in its 
presentations or in the PNF for such a radical departure from the master plan. Without 
compliance or a compelling justification for each substantial deviation, the Ellis Board of 
Directors will not change its vote of February 27: “The Ellis Neighborhood Association 
opposes the proposed development of a 38-story building with 331 parking spaces on 
Parcel 16, and a 33-story building with 394 parking spaces on Parcel 17.” 

We urge the BRA to reject the proposal as “non-responsive.” As The Boston Globe 
wrote in its March 9 editorial, “This project represents the first of what could be more than a 
dozen air rights deals from Chinatown to Allston-Brighton. It’s important to get it right.” 

Thus far, we believe it isn’t right. 


Sincerely, 
(ee 
John Herbert, President Doug Anderson, Chairperson 
Ellis Neighborhood Association Ellis Neighborhood Association Air Rights Committee 
office voice: 617-426-2878 office voice: 617-523-8227, x221; fax: 617-523-8016 
office facsimile: 617-426-2950 home voice: 617-542-9608; e-mail: dra@rwsullivan.com 
home voice/fax: 617-426-5893 Marianne Abrams, Member Joel Miller, Member 
e-mail johnrh@tiac.com Ned Flaherty, Member Mike Nairne, Member 
Sharon Ghiloni, Member Cathy Nairne, Member 
Marc Grossman, Member Peter Pogorski, Member 
Jeff Hannon, Member Gerry Vann, Member 


cc: Director Mark Maloney; Chief Planner Rebecca Barnes 
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First Set of Comments and Questions 


on PNF Dated March 9, 2001 
for Massachusetts Turnpike Parcels 16 & 17 


Design Concepts For Air Rights Development 


01. Master Plan Criteria * Any proposal for these sites must acknowledge each master Plan 
criterion separately, and demonstrate compliance with each criterion. Mayor Menino and 
Director Maloney promised compliance with the Civic Vision master plan when they pub- 
lished it and the Boston Redevelopment Authority adopted it last year. This proposal is 
non-responsive. 


02. Master Plan Compliance « The PNF states the central design goal for parcels 16 and 17 
is “to bridge the literal gap over the Massachusetts Turnpike.” By emphasizing that one 
point of the master plan and ignoring many of the others, this proposal is non-responsive. 


03. Relation to Neighborhood + The master plan stresses that building massing and height 
should relate to the character of adjacent communities; it diagrams how this should be 
accomplished three-dimensionally; and it states that these parcels should have only one 

4 tall building, located north of Columbus Avenue. The 33-story tower proposed along 
Berkeley Street will not knit the South End and Bay Village together. It will catch the 
prevailing wind from the harbor, and cast a very large shadow, creating a questionable 
pedestrian experience. The proposal is non-responsive. 


04. No Mitigation « There is no proposal for a park on Parcel 18; therefore, there is no miti- 
gation of the excessive height, density and massing on Parcels 16 and 17, and the pro- 
posal is non-responsive. If there has been a competitive bid for the lease, creation and 
permanent maintenance of a park on Parcel 18, it needs to be published. 


05. Consistency with Landmark District Criteria « The turnpike master plan was adopted 
December 21, 2000 by the Boston Redevelopment Authority board, but only after fifty pub- 
lic hearings over two years, and at a cost to taxpayers of nearly $1 million. It was not 
appropriate that BRA staff simply handed out photocopied “correction” pages that can- 
celed published commitments to communities, and we do not accept the typed-in “correc- 
tion” dated February 8 because any change to a Boston master plan must follow a public 
process for master plan modification. Unless the SDSC reconvenes and modifies the Civic 
Vision master plan via the established public process, any proposal that fails to adhere to 
the Landmarks Guidelines promised in the master plan is non-responsive and cannot be 
considered. 


06. Qualifications of Developer * MTA Chairman Natsios wrote to Mayor Menino on October 
3, 2000, “nothing would preclude — and we would encourage — the thorough review of 
Winn’s qualifications and his projected approach to the [Civic Vision master plan] Guide- 
lines.” The PNF contains no evidence of the qualifications of any of the members of the 
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development team, or of the team as a whole. The developer has presented no evidence 
that he is qualified to succeed in projects of this size; the developer’s other projects pre- 
sented to the public thus far are minuscule compared to this proposal. The master plan 
calls for evaluation of a developer’s ability as part of the public review process, to complete 
evaluation of this proposal, this developer’s qualifications need to be provided. 


PNF Section 1.2: Project Summary 


07. Neighboring Streets * This section omits both Cazenove and Saint Charles Streets as 
abutting streets. 


O08. Neighboring Buildings * This section omits many immediate abutters: 17 Cazenove (a 
six-story apartment building); 16 Cazenove (a two-story single family home); and 11 and 
14 Saint Charles (two three-story single family homes). 


PNF Section 1.2.2: Proposed Development Program and Site Uses 


09. Height * This project would be more than double the height established as economically 
feasible in the Civic Vision master plan. The proposal is non-responsive. 


10. Parking Ratios * The parking ratio must be reduced to the minimums in the master plan 
and South End Zoning regulations (0.75 spaces per residential unit: 0.5 spaces per hotel 
room. The proposal is non-responsive. 


11. Resident Parking Stickers * Resident parking stickers must not be made available to 
occupants of this project, because the project’s parking needs should be adequately met on 
site. This is consistent with the approved proposal for the expanded Boston Center for the 
Arts, four blocks away. This philosophy is consistent with the regional initiative to de- 
crease reliance on automobiles. 


12. Below-Grade Parking * Feasibility of locating parking below grade on the “terra firma” 
portions of the parcels should be seriously explored, to reduce building mass as much as 
possible. 


13. Retail Components ¢ A health club and a grocery store are already present in the neigh- 
borhood. There must be assurance from the turnpike/developer that the retail tenants will 
be as described. 


14. Excessive Hotel Function Space * Hotel function space must be eliminated to reduce 
peak hour traffic increases, building mass, and parking requirements. 


15. Inadequate Building Services * The master plan calls for off-street loading and dumpster 
service, but the space allocated appears inadequate. 


PNF Section 1.2.3: Public Benefits 


16. Community Amenities * Mass General Law Chapter 81A, Section 15 requires that build- 
ings erected over air rights in Boston “shall preserve and increase the amenities of the 
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community.” The 33-story and 38-story structures located across the street from a neigh- 
borhood of three-story and four-story rowhouses do not “preserve and increase the ameni- 
ties of our community.” The proposal is non-responsive. 


MTA Charter * Explain how acquisition of the adjacent “terra firma” parcels is consis- 
tent with MGL 81A, Sec 4(f}, which requires that sites be acquired only for the operation 
of a highway or highway services. 


Air Rights Lease * Pursuant to MGL 814A, Section 15, publish a copy of the lease grant- 
ed or expected to be granted to the developer for the purposes of this development. 


Pedestrian Impact ¢ A “pedestrian urban fabric” is not currently lacking, as the proposal 
claims. Thousands of people traverse these bridges by foot every day with no apparent ill 
effect. In fact, the proposed “improvement of the pedestrian experience” could not happen 
because of the traffic generated by this proposed development. There is no description of 
the “vehicular urban fabric” that this proposal would generate. 


Poor Traffic Access to Convention Center * One proposed “public benefit” is hotel rooms 
for the convention center; however, the only access between the convention center and this 
development would be by car through the neighborhoods. Thus, the proposed benefit 
would be cancelled out by the proposed disadvantages. 


Subsidized Housing Breakdown * What is the breakdown of proposed affordable housing, 
and how would providing primarily two bedroom apartments provide an “increase of the 
tight supply of family-sized rental apartments”? 


Turnpike Revenue Sources * The proposal offers to erect a development with excessive 
height, missing, density and traffic, adjacent to a low-rise historic neighborhood, as a way 
to “reduce the burden on toll payers.” The cost of highway operation should be borne by 
its users, not its residential abutters. Paying one dollar to drive from Route 128 to down- 
town Boston is not a burden on toll payers. , 


Abandoned Promise * The MTA should abandon the notion that acting as a real estate 
developer will permit it to finance Central Artery budget overruns, while burdening the 
turnpike’s abutters with additional building mass and resultant neighborhood problems. 
This violates a promise made by MTA Chief Development Officer Robert Russo to the 
Neighborhood Association of Back Bay. 


Youth Facilities * Child care and other youth facilities including indoor and outdoor rec- 
reation space should be provided. 


Pollution Impact * The planned development appears to concentrate noise and pollution 
from the turnpike and train station, funneling it directly at the residents of Cazenove 
Street, Saint Charles Street, and Chandler Street. 


Desirability of Night Time Activity * The proposals would generate a “16-18-hour envi- 
ronment” (March 8 flyer), and also “24-hour activity” on Columbus Avenue (PNF, page 3- 
4). In the past, 24-hour night life on Columbus Avenue has proven highly undesirable, so 
exactly what activity would these proposals generate between midnight and 6:00 a.m.? 
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i. 


How would this be a benefit to the adjacent residential community? 


, PNF Section 1.4: Zoning 
B27, Exemption of Abutting Land from Boston Zoning * The proposals stated that land owned 


by the turnpike is exempt from Boston zoning (PNF page 1-7), but then stated that abut- 
ting land is also exempt (PNF page 1-10). The text of the legislation that renee abut- 
ting land from the Boston Zoning Code must be included. 


PNF Section 1.5: Public Agencies 


28. 


29. 


Landmarks Organizations * The South End, Bay Village, and Back Bay Historical Com- 
mission criteria must be applied to these air rights projects, since they sit between and 
abut all three of these historic districts. This is consistent with the Civic Vision master 
plan. 


Transportation Department * The Boston Transportation Department must be added as a 
necessarily involved public agency. 


PNF Section 2.2: Project Description 


30. 


31. 


Fundamental Economic Justification for Exceeding Master Plan Criteria * MTA Chairman 
Natsios wrote to Mayor Menino on October 3, 2000, “The Authority has thoroughly negoti- 
ated the economic fundamentals with Winn and, with the exception of the need to resolve 
the issue of control of a parcel of land adjacent to Parcel 16, we have reached an economic 
meeting of the minds.” The PNF contains no substantiation of the turnpike /developer’s 
claim that air rights construction is so expensive as to require height, massing and density 
that exceed the Civic Vision master plan criteria. Other successful air rights projects in- 
clude: a one-story supermarket in Newton; a nine-story hotel in Newton, and a six-story 
parking garage on Clarendon St, across the street from Parcel 16. The affected communi- 
ties need to receive full details of those economic fundamentals, the status of land adjacent 
to Parcel 16, and a complete explanation of any “meetings of the minds” that were 
reached. 


New Revenue Calculations * What are the calculations for new city tax revenue from real 
estate, hotel, sales, wages, and BRA fees? 


PNF Section 3.1: Transportation 


32. 


Transportation Study * The transportation analysis must include the following intersec- 
tions. The study must take into account all existing conditions, the Parcel 16/17 pro- 
posal, plus the following proposed developments: 505 Tremont (BCA); 131 Dartmouth: 
former Police headquarters/hotel; 1 Charles Street South (across from transportation 
building); the hotel proposed for corner of Stuart and Tremont; and Parcels 18 through 23. 
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33. 


34. 


35. 


36. 


37. 


38. 


39, 


Albany Street Berkeley Street Columbus Avenue 
Herald Street Appleton Street Cahners Way 
Union Park Street Chandler Street Clarendon Street 
Cortes Street Chandler Street 
Arlington Street Lawrence Street Charles Street South 
Cortes Street Stanhope Street Dartmouth Street 
Frontage Road Saint James Avenue Isabella Street 
Herald Street Stuart Street Saint James Avenue 
Isabella Street Stuart Street 
Saint James Avenue Clarendon Street Kneeland Street 
Stuart Street Appleton Street 
Chandler Street Tremont Street 
Lawrence Street Arlington Street 
Stanhope Street East Berkeley Street 
Hanson Street/Ringgold Street 
Herald Street 
Waltham Street 


Vehicle Trip Count * The report claims that “the primary impacts of this project will not 
extend far beyond local streets in the immediate area”. However, the neighborhood cannot 
absorb the additional daily vehicle trips generated by other nearby projects already under- 
way, plus the 348 trips by current parking customers who will be relocated, plus another 
2,364 from Parcels 16/17. 


Traffic Mitigation * The turnpike/developer’s claim that traffic won’t be too bad “given 
reasonable levels of physical improvements and demand management” is undefined, un- 
demonstrated, and has no basis in fact. 


Hotel Taxi Queues * Back Bay hotels typically generate taxi queues of about ten idling 
cars waiting for passengers. Where would taxis for the 200-room hotel wait, load, and 
unload? 


Community Transportation Links * The proposals claim to “facilitate a connection be- 
tween the South End, Bay Village, and Back Bay neighborhoods and to existing transpor- 
tation services” (PNF, page 1-5). These neighborhoods are already connected to transpor- 
tation, so is the proposal for more connections or for enhancements to existing ones? 


Traffic Direction * The proposals claim that “a second mitigating factor is that weekday 
peak-hour vehicle trips related to the housing units will generally be traveling in the off- 
peak direction” (PNF, page 3-4). However, whether these drivers are leaving downtown or 
entering downtown is irrelevant; the impact on the local neighborhoods is the same, so 
how can off-peak direction be considered a mitigating factor? 


Orange Line Capacity * The Orange Line is already “standing room only” every morning 
and evening. How can it accommodate more than 2,000 additional daily riders? 


Continued Parking Needs * The proposals exclude all cars on the existing parking lots 
from the new traffic totals, on the assumption that building over those lots will simply stop 
those parkers coming to the neighborhood (PNF, page 3-1); however, the reasons those 
parkers come to Columbus Avenue now won't change, so they will continue coming. The 
proposals can not assume that destruction of existing spaces also eliminates the needs for 
those spaces. 
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PNEF Section 3.2: Environmental Impact 


40. Train-Related Noise & Air Pollution * The proposals promise to “contain all transporta- 
tion facilities within the structure” (PNF, page 1-6), so why are the 40,165 square feet of 
4 railroad tracks not contained, which would reduce noise and air pollution from Amtrak, 
MBTA, and CSX trains? 


41. Air Pollution + The proposals claim to enclose air pollution from the turnpike transpor- 
tation ways, using “ventilation” systems for the new transportation tunnel (PNF, page 1-6). 
How and where does turnpike tunnel air get exhausted into the neighborhood? How much 
will actual highway/railroad pollution be reduced? 


42. Street Traffic Noise Pollution * How does the proposed noise reduction from covering the 
turnpike compare to the noise increase from additional surface traffic? 


43. Highway Noise Pollution * The proposals claim to enclose noise pollution from the turn- 
pike transportation ways inside a new transportation tunnel (PNF, page 1-6). How can 
noise be enclosed if Parcel 17 leaves all seven rail lines exposed? 


44. Noise * How many heat pump compressor units will there be, and where will each be 
located? 


45, Sewage * The South End sewer system is infamous for being taxed beyond its capacity. 
How can it absorb another 142,910 gallons per day from these projects? 


Y 46. Water Consumption * Who will ensure that water pressure in nearby buildings doesn’t 
suffer during and after construction of these projects? 


Ground Water * The PNF ignores ground water as an issue. How can it be ignored 
when the foundations for this project may impact the ground water? A drop in the 
ground water level threatens the structural integrity of every building in the Back 
Bay, Bay Village, and South End landmark districts, as well as two adjacent historic 
structures: the Pope Condominiums and the Youth’s Companion building. The Pro- 
ponent must: 


47. Prepare an inventory of buildings in the Back Bay, Bay Village, and the South End 
vulnerable to ground water draw-down, including a list of every existing wood-pile- 
supported building, with an evaluation of historical and economic significance, and 
the cut-off elevation used for the top of existing wood piles. 


48. Prepare an inventory of the proposed site, document the existing and historical condi- 
tion of the ground water, and evaluate the site’s ground water for levels necessary to 
protect all potentially affected wood-pile-supported buildings. 


49. Prepare an inventory of all existing underground utility infrastructure serving the site 
. for sound condition and stable below-grade conditions affecting ground water levels. 


50. Identify probable sources of all existing ground water deterioration, and propose miti- 
gation measures that would restore ground water to historically normal levels. 


ar Joodual Ipineranetign U6 me in. T s 
-sdrogehett fe sistnos” of saimong aiseoqong edt’ * ‘pena a ’ 
lo toot oxampe S602 ec! om yw 08 [0-1 syaq AMG) ‘ sintourtte ott nisitive an 
dsc mod sodullog tis its Seton ober bivew doliw Dbeaietaos Jon @: 

| Saniedt a 

- 


Toqsusu suiigtme? eit mod neitallog is sdolins of meld alseoqorg oT <* i 
®-1 sgaq AV) Isarart aetistoqameit wor ort tot acistsye “noltslitnev" gait aye 
doa wo Shoo! trodatgh a ot ont betensdxs ig tis leo ediqnaint eo0b 979) 

. “hoosher sd nodulleg pci ali 


ce 
si} quitevos inod autorber otjon beaoqory oft esob wo « ovale satel sis 
°oNisw sostine [saptibbhs mow sesetunt selon od} oF Sisqmeg: 


i i 

rit sf? mod voithileg selon seolons o¢ minlo alazoqotg saT © sortullod s 
oso wo .(0-) agaq ae 1) feneur? aoBstrogeney! won & sbieni evew nob 
Shaacoxe 2onil list aavee Ue 2eveal Tl leoisT Tt bee 


od dose liv erodw ees 9d ots f3 Py @tiity 1022 -upeROS jug isocl eat 10F 


: , a 
yiiosgso edt brovad bens? eifed “iol some 2 mele ye 19wSE wae bad divod sthes 
| Talosjo:q aeons mon yoh req enolleg O10 SM rotons croads 


_ 


* 


t'nesob 2gaiblind wierd sureeona intew isd! omens Ew ofW).*, Reng 
_ . 4 po: 


atnotorg eae ‘to aot wvitenog. soils bus’ 


bsomei ad ti oad woH ..oneai mh es tolry bavots eommgl Wa ait * “sab 
alt diamb A S1daw bavergedisosqm! usar Ioetorg ait wal enoitshusot ane 
dost sult pi yathliod wieve io yt gee 3 Iswiomrte oft exegeeue fevel-rotsw. 
nitotein treastbs owt ec Tew as storttei amembasl badge has, apna wail 
o19 ofT -ynibtiid notnagme) 3'x ‘a0 ou} Bra antiy cimobered i od 29 teeok 


feu af Si 
bud citued edd bas jegeilt’ yee ye woed odd at psnangacrls Tetneval 26 sTAda 
-alig-hoow gnitoixe visva to Jail B gnibuioal srerob-wat aig bazeTg of sidstaai 


bre consdilinia ounoadge brs Inaholeltto aetighiave amufity , sibiied bereqqua 
aetig: boow gatteits lo qot edi rol Dee siottaveis fo-te9 


.ibnos Isoirotzid bus ‘anitahes ot iasuineob jote Soaoqorg oil? to yrolneval os siosth 
od yisszsqed 2lovel roi 1aisw bayorg 2'otie oil? oteuleve bus .tetsw baworg off to nem 
annuibtiud bsttogews-sliq-hoow botaatia ylaiiaeteg Ula Tostorg 


stie oft amivies stutourtebstai willy buworgioboy goiieine Us lo yrolnoval megiegett Se 


@ 


alsvol yalnw brurotre gnttositts anoliibnoo sberg-woled aldsta bas novibaoo Sages ml 


: f1 
tit g20qe1g fins wottsroreteb v8 sw baworg : snittelxe is lo egormoe sldsdoig iinsbl te: 


i@avel isarion yllsoroiseid of i9tsw DanoTg 9193291 Dinow ist are okey. Mi! 


Sl. Establish a ground water monitoring program both during the project’s construction 
and after its completion, and report all findings to the Groundwater Trust. 


52. Analyze the construction period and long-term impacts that the proposed project, and 
each of the alternatives, would have on the ground water beneath the site and the 
surrounding area. 


PNF Section 3.2.11: Construction Impacts 


oo: 


54. 


Syiy 


56. 


57. 


58. 


59. 


60. 


61. 


Structural Integrity Impact * The proposals claim that construction wouldn't “impact the 
integrity of nearby buildings” but there is no explanation of what will transpire when that 
impact inevitably occurs, as it did only one block away at 131 Dartmouth Street, where the 
same builder caused the foundations of nearby abutting buildings to settle, requiring about 
$1 million in repairs to one building alone. What would be the procedures for preventing 
impacts to other buildings, and for halting construction once impacts occur? 


Construction Schedules * What portions of the construction schedules for the two sites 
run in parallel, and what portions run sequentially? 


Construction Dust ¢ The proposals offer to reduce construction dust only “during periods 
of high wind” (PNF, page 3-7) and “on a scheduled basis” (PNF, page 3-8). However, 
Boston is America’s windiest city, and virtually every day of the year suffers wind severe 
enough that it would spread construction dust throughout the communities. How would 
that be prevented? 


Construction Worker Parking * There are already more residential parking permits in the 
South End and Bay Village than there are actual spaces. How would the 400 construction 
laborers reach the site, and where would they park during the three-year construction 
period from January 2002 through January 2005? 


PNF Errors & Omissions 


Property Tax Revenue * The proposals claimed to increase city property tax revenues by 
$4.3 million (March 8 flyer), then by $4.0 million (PNF, page 1-6). Which is correct? 


Permanent Jobs * The proposals claimed 500 permanent jobs (March 8 flyer), then 600 
jobs (PNF, page 1-6). Which is correct? 


Parking Count * The project descriptions on PNF pages 1-5 and 2-1 do not match the 
floor plans in PNF Appendices B and C. The text claims parking for 625 cars, but the 
plans show room for only 578. Where are the other 47? 


Parking Displacement * The proposals indicate displacement of only 89 users from the 
two surface parking lots (PNF, page 3-1), but those lots are currently storing a total of 
150 cars (70 on Stanhope plus 80 on Berkeley). How many of the currently parked 150 
cars will have to park elsewhere in the community, and in what lots and on which streets? 


Train Station Improvements * The proposals claim to “improve exit/entry to Back Bay 


noiton vedod e‘toefo1g oi} gahnt sod is ogo be rolaw frouorg & 4 | 
dant wstewbcuct® ad? o t egnibal hoqet bas sigs oa fis. 


bas Josjong bezoqota of tail! atondnti avrot- gaol bas boiis¢ noHtorrstenod ext 33 
offt Bits otie off Msauad retsw banory, - no ovsid Sivew covitemtatls oh 


_ 2 ager setiowiens) 052 aero 


4 . ; aa ee 

of} tosqmi"-tablsow rotisurdenco tait mish alezoqotg ofl * pagel wary 
equ ren? suigensit Liwdadw te m0: ps a on ef sued? tud “agniblind ydisse t 
sit giortw Joowe eoottad [FI is ysws doold ono vine bib 2 as eurseo: yidaiivS 


ope! 


wet qnitivpet sfttea of esuiblind phitisds yirsea to apodabavol ont beeuso tet 
guitnevarg, 10) erwhesong ert. ed Dluow tal WT onols guiblind sro of erisqst me 
Sango etonquit.enne colton enon 2aiifed sobbas eyntblind tee 


atia owt odt yot aelnbarioa aotlon leno ott to-etoiwoqisnW '* atuthsdio2 in 
Syllsitieupse Aut sitet tadw bas, 


‘ofieq gritwb” ylae Jeb nottomtanos sotrhe: of tyito alegoqoiq siT * Raa r 
asvewoH .{8-& sgaq 344), “elesd betwbeiioe s ce” bos. {(¥-& ogsq TAT) ean 
orovee briv areitra 1ney eff lo yal yrsve yilaurriy bas {who desibaiw a'sobredit . 
bluew woll zeaftimmmmoo si tuolgnoud Ja Ho cotonunienod bsetg2 olwow ti te 
‘besa 


rss 7 


sit ai dianed gnblisg isitagbies: stom Yheotis on , . guise rsdn ne 
aoitortteon OOL oft Bludw wot .zooage Iewias eu stodd nent oyeiey wsdl bas ba 
hotawmendo 1s9y-senl eff grind Ih iq yods Slow pi bas tia oft donee 


2008 yvtencat ae a yisunsl Me 


9 Wl Pg i Sait i re ec ee 


ad eanvovet xat Yrsgord iio sasc1on) of bemiblo elmeoquig'edT * sunweeil wee 
josie ab foitW (@-T syaq THT) merlin OBR yd mem froyit 8 doteM} ne sh 


000 asdt faa S dowMpedotitnessnrmg 0c Demisix aiegagorq od] eal, I 
$josrtoa abroinW .(0-L sueq , 


dotant tom ob 1-S bns 3-f 2egat Ti ge enolignageh Joejoig sdT * Inweg 
afd td aie). cSetet pepiieg amunld Iasi aut ) bur desolbneqgA TiS at aaeigy 
Td qoro ont die sed .8TC ylao Tebamor woe am 


silt mort eteeu Q8 ye to insarsosiqetb eoyrirs 2ipeoquid efT « irsssebarl gat 
lo. isto? s entrode yiinarao one aiol ne jud ,({-& sysq AMA) etol ganrad woahwe 6 | 
O@i Kathisg yiiasriws ed? lo wrsm wok | /(yolsz in no O8 eniq sqodnesé fo OY} e1n9 al 
Seleeraavitiw ao bits ato! isdw oi bas snibioal moo et mi siatiwoels Sueq of s0ad ‘lw ete 


qe Hose of yrico\iixe svorqmi” of mislo elseoqorq oT ’ shanna jh Hh u 


9 62. 


63. 


64. 


65. 


66. 


67. 


68. 


69. 


70. 
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Station at corner” (March 8 flyer) but they refer only to “possibly creating a new entrance” 
(PNF, page 1-6). Which is correct? 


Store Area Size * The proposals claim 14,000 square feet of retail on Parcel 17 (PNF, 
page 2-1), but the vehicle occupancy assumptions show 14,054 (PNF, page 3-2). Which is 
correct? 


Cafe Area Size * The proposals claim 12,000 square feet of restaurants on Parcel 16 
(PNF, page 2-1), but the vehicle occupancy assumptions show 10,900 (PNF, page 3-2). 
Which is correct? 


Health Club Area Size + The proposals claim 13,000 square feet of health club on Parcel 
17 (PNF, page 2-1), but the vehicle occupancy assumptions show 2,980 (PNF, page 3-2). 
Which is correct? 


Apartment Count * The project descriptions on PNF pages 1-5 and 2-1 don’t match the 
floor plans in Appendices B and C. The text states 326 apartments, but the plans show 
only 322. Which is correct? 


Floor Plans ¢ For Parcel 16, in the plans for floors 18 - 24 and floors 25 - 35, the leg- 
ends were truncated. What do the legends say? 


Parcel 16 Clarendon Street Elevation * A proper review of both proposals’ impacts on 
the surrounding communities requires elevation drawings for all major streets. Where are 
the elevations for Clarendon Street and Columbus Avenue? 


Combined Elevations * A proper evaluation of both proposals’ impacts on the surround- 
ing communities requires elevations that include both buildings together, but the PNF con- 
tains none. Where are the elevations that show both projects? 


Full Vignettes * A proper evaluation of both proposals’ impacts on the surrounding com- 
munities requires vignettes that show the full height of both buildings together, but the 
PNF contains none. Where are the vignettes that show both projects? 


Stanhope parking lot size * The proposals claim that the surface parking lot adjacent to 
Parcel 16 is 11,730 square feet (PNF, page 1-2), but the owner is advertising it at only 
3,911 square feet. To what are the other 7,819 feet attributed? 


Railway Count « There are seven rail lines on Parcel 17, but the three that are closest to 
existing homes were omitted from the ground level plans (PNF, figure 2-1, and Appendix 
C). Where are the plans that show all seven of the existing rail lines? 


Elevator Cores * The proposals state that elevator shafts must be located over solid 
ground instead of air rights (PNF, page 2-1), but the Parcel 16 ground level plan and floor 
plans show eight of the thirteen elevators located over air rights. Which is correct? 
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Randi Lathrop 


From: Neil Hohmann [nhohmann@risconsulting.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 05, 2001 1:03 PM 

To: randi.lathrop.bra@ci.boston.ma.us 

Subject: please forward to the CAC immediately 

Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


I live on Warren Street in the South End and am opposed to the construction of 36- and 38-story 
buildings on Columbus Street at Berkley and Clarendon. 


They do not subscribe to the civic vision guidelines. If the contractor does not feel he can make money 
on a building that meets these specifications, perhaps we can find a more savvy contractor. 


Thank you. 


Neil Hohmann 
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Randi Lathrop 


‘pm: Hillary Chura [hchura@crain.com] 
went: Thursday, April 05, 2001 11:06 AM 
To: randi.lathrop.bra@ci.boston.ma.us 
Subject: please forward to the cac for tonight's meeting 


Dear Ms. Lathrop: 

| am writing to express concern about the air right issue. Building 36-and 38-story skyscrapers on Columbus at Berkley 
and Clarendon streets would destroy the feel of the South End, cause traffic congestion, groundwater problems and other 
problems. 


| encourage the Turnpike Authority to meet the Civic Vision guidelines. If the developer insists 450-foot buildings are the 
only way he can make money on the deal, | suggest we find someone who has better business sense. 


Thank you. 


Hillary Chura 


. 


yabrad te eudrmicd na siege eyse yiote- SE pns-88 onibliv@ .sueei iriph tis ent jvods mess 100: : 
sedto bns eniaitiond 1atewonuang .nolaagteo died esues bruce ert 16 let ortt youteeb bIROW.4 


\ 


or! ae epnibliud ioct-08S eigieni negolsveh ard 1. aenilebiug noielV sivid arti jgam of nats onic 
ezi\92 eéeniaua vstied ann orw ancemoe bhi ow teeggue | lseb art NO YSNONT: 


— 


ag 


Randi Lathrop , 


Brom: David Grayzel [dgrayzel@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 04, 2001 12:59 AM 
To: randi.lathrop.bra@ci.boston.ma.us 
Subject: Turnpike Air Rights 
April 3, 2001 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 
1 City Hall Square, 9th Floor 
Boston, MA 02201-1007 


Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


| am shocked about the proposal to build 33 and 38 Story buildings on Parcel 

16 and 17 in COMPLETE VIOLATION OF THE CIVIC VISION. It makes no sense to 
spend $1,000,000.00 with taxpayer money, yours and mine, to conduct a study 

only to completely ignore it. It makes even less sense since the report is 

an award winning document. This is a total violation of the democratic 

process and vision for our city. As the Civic Vision clearly states, 

anything taller than ONE building of 15 stories and ONE building of 8 

Stories will wreak havoc with traffic, pollution, safety, public 

transportation, wind patterns, and will destroy the architectural integrity 

of these historic neighborhoods. 


Given that the Civic Vision was written with a clear understanding of the 
mm conomic return necessary to attract a builder, the only explanation for the 
Distant disregard of the civic vision is greed and lack of caring about the 
true inhabitants of this city. People are the life blood of the city and 
their voices should be heard. Therefore, in order to give this important 
situation its due consideration, the public comment period must be extended 
through the summer. There is simply no need to rush. The developers have 
already paid their $100,000.00 fee in their NON-COMPETITIVE bid, so the only 
party who is pushing to move forward is the builder who is of suspect 
motives and is so arrogant that he completely ignores a Civic Vision with 
universal backing. The Civic Vision must be adhered to, otherwise why not 
just take the $1,000,000.00 of taxpayer money and light it on fire? Once a 
total of 71 stories are built in the heart of an historic neighborhood there 
is no going back. Extend the comment period and ensure the right path is 
taken. 


In addition, it has come to my attention that the developers have NEVER 
built a building anywhere near this scale and have a clear track record of 
antagonizing neighborhood associations with outrageous proposals such as 
this one. | do not want him to “learn” how to manage a project of this 
monstrous proportion with on the job training. 


Please make the BRA and the CAC do the right & sensible things: 
Make the developer adhere to the Civic Vision. 
Extend the public comment period until September 30th. 
Fully investigate the developers credentials. 


Please do not let the developers make a mockery of the Civic Vision. This 
‘ill set an ominous precedent with a potentially tremendous adverse impact 
rorever. 


Your support on this issue is truly appreciated. 
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Randi Lathrop 


From: HPear8408@aol.com 
Sent: Sunday, April 01, 2001 2:04 PM 
To: randi.lathrop.bra@ci.boston.ma.us 
Subject: Parcels 16 & 17 

From Harold F. Pearson III 

131 Appleton St. 

Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


| just received a flyer from the Ellis Neighborhood Association regarding the 
proposed buildings for Parcels 16 and 17 on Columbus Avenue. 


They look fine to me. 

I've liven on Appleton Street for over thirty years and have seldom seen the 
Ellis in favor of anything, so | expect they will oppose these buildings. 

Hope they can be built in the near future just in case the economy does head 
down and we end up with the exposed pike for another twenty years. 


Harold 


4/2/01 
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Randi Lathrop 


Som: Hines, Stephen (MTA) [Stephen.Hines@state.ma.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 04, 2001 3:35 PM 
To: ‘SGhiloni@statestreet.com': Randi.Lathrop.bra@ci.boston.ma.us 
Cc: Hines, Stephen (MTA) 
Subject: RE: Questions on the development of Parcels 16 and 17 


Thank you for your e-mail. The Massachusetts Turnpike Authority Board of 
Directors has authorized the Authority to exclusively negotiate with Winn 
regarding the development of parcels 16 and 17, but we have not entered into 
a binding agreement with Winn for the development of the parcels. (The 
Massachusetts Highway Department does not play a role in this project.) 
There will be a public presentation regarding the economics of the project 

at the May meeting of the Citizen's Advisory Committee. | will ask Winn to 
provide a summary of its experience to the CAC for public distribution. | 
would be happy to talk with you further at the CAC meeting on Thursday. See 
you then. 


-----Original Message----- 

From: SGhiloni@statestreet.com [mailto:SGhiloni@statestreet.com] 
Sent: Friday, March 30, 2001 8:42 AM 

To: Randi.Lathrop.bra@ci.boston.ma.us 

Cc: Hines, Stephen (MTA) 

Subject: Questions on the development of Parcels 16 and 17 


ee: - Here is a copy of the questions that | sent to the Turnpike. 
eve - Would you please copy Randi on your response so that she stays in 
the loop on information being shared. 


Thank you! 


----- Forwarded by Sharon Ghiloni/USA/StateStreet on 03/30/01 08:37 AM 


Sharon 
Ghiloni To: stephen.hines@state.ma.us 
co 
03/29/01 Subject: Questions on the 
development of Parcels 16 and 17 
03:58 PM 


A sphen, 


Thanks for having your assistant, Lorraine, get back to me promptly with 
your e-mail address. |'m a member of the Ellis Neighborhood Association 
Air Rights Task Force and have been involved with monitoring the 
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development of Parcels 16 and 17. I'm writing, however, on my own behalf. 
| have a few questions for the Turnpike. 


. | Could you provide a comprehensive list of those projects that Winn 
velopment has worked on that demonstrate to the Turnpike that Winn is 
experienced enough to develop Parcels 16 and 17? | know that Winn shared 
some projects they've worked on in the first CAC meeting, but | wasn't sure 
if it was these projects that the Turnpike based its decision on or not. 
Also, the meeting minutes captured some, but not all, of the projects that 
Winn Development mentioned. I'd like to get a full list of projects that 
the Turnpike based its decision to hire Winn Development on, and that the 
Turnpike believes exemplifies Winn Development's competence and ability to 
handle developing Parcels 16 and 17. 


2. Could you please provide the status of the binding, legal agreement 

that the Turnpike has in place or is undertaking with Winn Development to 
develop Parcels 16 and 17? Has Winn Development been approved by the 
Turnpike's Board of Directors (I think this is what the entity is called) 

and the Mass Highway System's Board of Directors (which | believe is 
involved, or am | wrong)? If not, when will these approval meetings be 
held? 


3. I'd like detail on the economics of this project so that | can 

reconcile why Winn Development believes it needs to build 33 and 38 story 
buildings. | have a background in financial analysis and business 

planning, and would like to review as much detail as possible so that | 

fully understand the case Winn Development is trying to make. Is this 
information available? 


| was hoping to get a response from you over the next day or so. | will 
probably share this information with the Ellis Air Rights Task Force, if 
bi interested in this information. Thanks for your help, and I'll try 
(0 introduce myself to you at the next CAC meeting, if time permits. 


Sharon Ghiloni 

13 Cazenove Street 
Boston, MA 02116 
#6 17-664-3826 (work) 
#6 17-542-9608 (home) 
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Randi Lathrop 


From: John Furse [jfurse@bellatlantic.net] 

Sent: Wednesday, April 04, 2001 5:02 PM 

To: randi.lathrop.bra@ci.boston.ma.us 

Subject: Objections to the Developement of Parcels 16 and 17 


| would like to express my support for the economically viable development of Parcels 16 and 17 of the Masspike 
Air rights. HOWEVER, the proposals as submitted on March 9th are seriously flawed: 


1) Both towers are excessively tall and should be reduced in height by one half to one third in order to blend into 
the scale of the neighborhood. 


2) Provision for parking is seriously deficient. The number of available parking spaces needs to be increased by a 
third to approx 900 and spaces need to be made available to South End residents for lease. 


3) The proposal for parcel 17 fails to cover the train tracks and will serve to focus traffic noise and dirt directly on 
fragile and historic row house of the South End. The BRA should insist that this oversight be corrected. 


Thank you for supporting this worthy public process. 


John Furse 
60 Chandler Street 
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Randi Lathrop 


From: Elena Goyanes [elenag01@rcn.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 04, 2001 6:49 PM 
To: Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us 
Subject: Columbus Center Proposal 

Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


Please forward this letter to the CAC and to the MTA. 


I write to protest the Cassin/Winn Development Company's proposal for Parcels 16 and 17. Not only 
does the proposal violate the carefully crafted Civic Vision, but it is utterly contemptuous of this urban 
neighborhood's character and of its residents. 


For all the talk of setbacks designed to mitigate the street-level visual impact of these two high-rises, the 
fact remains that the only "benefits" to accrue to the neighborhood are a "groceria" and a few cafes. 

This development would increase vehicular traffic -- to say nothing of the impact on public 
transportation -- and would block off significant light and air to abutting properties, all out of proportion 
to these paltry "benefits." 


There are, of course, many other problems with this proposal, all of which I hope will be addressed 
during an expanded public comment period. 


One last issue: how do the neighborhood residents prepare for the CAC meetings when no agenda has 
been prepared beforehand? 


Elena Goyanes 


221 Columbus Ave., # 302 
‘Boston, MA 02116 
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David Bartol 

15 Dartmouth Place #3 
Boston, MA 02116 
March 28, 2001 


Randi Lathrop 
BRA, One City Hall Square 
Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Randi, 


I've reviewed the PNF document for parcels 16 & 17 that was issued recently, and | am strongly 
opposed to the proposal. The proposal is entirely too massive for reasons that I’m sure others 
have articulated better than | can, including issues related to traffic, utility usage, aesthetics, and 
shadow; together which will certainly result in the degradation of a large portion of the historic SE 
neighborhood. | feel the “Civic Vision” statement goes too far in allowing buildings greater than 
150 ft under certain circumstances (which don’t apply here in any case). No building greater than 
150 ft is acceptable at this location. The current proposal should not even be considered. If the 
Winn Development Company cannot afford to build without exceeding 150 feet, it should walk 
away from this project before it wastes too much of everyone's time and money. 


Thank you for your attention. 


Yours Truly, 


De) bby 


David Bartol 
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Randi Lathrop, BRA 
One City Hall Square 
Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Mr. Lathrop, 


I am writing to express my extreme displeasure over the planned project on Parcel 17 of 
the Mass Pike extension. I have less of a problem with the one on Parcel 16 as it does not 
really cut off anything as the oversized building on Parcel 17 will. Both will add 
unnecessary and unmanageable traffic to our inner city neighborhood. As a south end 
resident I beg you to stop this project in it’s tracks. 


I must also object to the lack of input from residents on both these projects. The 
arrogance and lack of courtesy displayed in this process does your agency a disservice. 


Sincerely, y 
fo fy 
Okt TongNg 
/ 66 Clarendon St # 4 
Boston, 02116 
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Randi Lath rop 


9 ‘om: Marc Grossman [mgrossman@therionbio.com] 
ment: Wednesday, April 04, 2001 1:33 PM 

To: Randi Lathrop 

Subject: Columbus Center 

Dear Randi: 


Please forward this email as soon as practicable to the CAC, the MTA, 
Cassin/Winn and your in-house staff who will review the Columbus Center 
proposal. 


1. The Civic Vision for Turnpike Air Rights in Boston calls for an 
eleven step process for selecting the developer of any air rights parcel. 
These steps include the issuance of a Request for Qualifications by the 
BRA; an open competition among interested developers who would submit 
proposals, including the manner in which they would comply with the Civic 
Vision guidelines for the parcel(s) in question; the preparation of a 
“short list" of developers; and,finally, the actual selection of a 
developer. This entire selection process is to be monitored and commented 
on by a Citizens Advisory Committee holding regular public meetings for the 
purpose of receiving public comment on each developer's proposal. Only at 
the conclusion of this extensive public selection process is a developer to 
be permitted to file a project notification form. 


Because the City of Boston, acting through the BRA, has acceded to the 

s~irnpike Authority's request to exempt Cassin/Winn from the aforentioned 
Bisic selection and review process with respect to parcels 16 and 17 (see 
letters each dated October 3, 2000 from Andrew Natsios to Mayor Menino and 
from Mark Maloney to Mr. Natsios), the public has been deprived of the 
extended period of time it otherwise would have had to evaluate and respond 
to any proposal to develop these parcels. This situation has been 
exacerbated by Cassin/Winn's refusal to grant both the public's and the 
BRA's request ( see again aforementioned letter from Mark Maloney) that it 
first file a draft PNF to allow sufficient time for public comment. 
Despite the laudable extension of the formal public comment period until 
May 11, there remain only two CAC meetings to discuss such large topics as 
the economics and manifold environmental impacts of the proposed project 
before the BRA takes the critical step of issuing its Scoping Determination 
and a MEPA determination is also made. Furthermore, | understand that an 
independent consultant has only very recently been engaged to assist the 
CAC in making its recommendations. 


In view of these considerations, | request that the period for public 
comment on both the PNF and ENF be extended for at least 90 days following 
May 11 and that all parties acknowledge that further extensions may be 
appropriate depending upon how matters evolve. | submit that if, as | 
expect, other members of the community make a similar request, a failure to 
extend the comment period will seriously heighten public anxiety that the 
current proposal is being railroaded-through regardless of public concerns. 
Cassin/Winn's exemption from a competitive selection process is in itself a 
very substantial benefit to it. There is no basis for also exempting its 
proposal from full public scrutiny. 


2. In the aforementioned letter from Mr. Natsios to Mayor Menino, Mr. 
Natsios states that "the Authority has thoroughly negotiated the economic 
fundamentals with Winn and ... we have reached an economic meeting of the 
minds." The Turnpike Authority and the developer should release to the 
public as soon as possible each of their understandings of all of the terms 
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included in that "economic meeting of the minds" (including the manner and 
cost of acquistion of the parking lots abutting each parcel), whether or 
not those terms have been formally agreed to in writing. 


9 Notwithstanding my request for the forefoing information, | reiterate 

my point in my email to you of March 16: Any fee to be paid by the 
developer to the MTA is analagous to the site acquistion cost incurred by 
any developer of a typical terra firma project, and the amount of that fee, 
however large, cannot reasonably be used to justify a project larger than 
what would otherwise be acceptable. In other words, the amount of the 
lease fee requested by the MTA should not be accepted by anyone as simply a 
given. The MTA has no statutory or other right to receive a fee in any 
particular amount. At most, it is entitled, like a private land-owner, to 

the maximum fee the developer is willing to pay to construct a project that 
has been determined to be acceptable on independent grounds by the public 
and the relevant governmental authorities. And, in fact, the 

appropriateness of even such a fee is open to question, since the MTA, 
unlike a private land-owner, in effect holds these air rights in trust for 

the public. While it is appropriate for the MTA, acting in that capacity 

as de facto trustee, to take into account the financial interests of all 

the citizens of Massachusetts, surely it should give greatest weight to the 
interests of those citizens who will be most immediately affected by its 
actions. 


3. If the current proposal for parcel 17 is implemented, the 

residents of more than 100 households will directly or indirectly view a 
seven story, 68 foot high parking garage from their windows, gardens, roof 
decks and streets. These households are located on Berkeley, Chandler, St. 
Charles, Cazenove and Clarendon Streets. The developer should be required 
to describe in detail its design for the exterior of this garage. The 
developer also should be required to evaluate the extent to which the 

lverse visual impact to the aforementioned residents can be mitigated. 
that evaluation should include a study and report on the feasibility and 
all implications of the following alternatives: 


1. Locating all or a portion of the garage underground on the 
terra firma portion of the site. 


2. Extending the garage over the MBTA tracks. 
3. Extending the garage over the MBTA and the Amtrak tracks. 
4. Reducing the number of apartment units by 10 percent. 

5. Reducing the number of apartment units by 25 percent. 

6. Reducing the number of apartment units by 50 percent. 

7. Each possible combination of the foregoing alternatives. 


4. The developer should be required to evaluate, under all 
appropriate wind conditions, the extent to which the construction of its 
proposed project on parcel 17 will increase the volume of vehicular noise 
audible, at various appropriate times of day, to the households referred 
to in item 3 above and to others. This evaluation should include a study 
of all of the seven alternatives listed under item 3 above, and also in 
combination with installation of a sound barrier separating the turnpike 
from the rail lines. 


5. The developer should be required to evaluate, under all 
appropriate wind conditions, the effect of its proposed construction on 
parcel 17 on the level of vehicular emissions (including those from the 
proposed garage) to which the residents of the households referred to in 
item 3 above and others will be exposed. This evaluation should include a 
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study of all of the alternatives referred to in item 4 above. 


Marc Grossman 


7 Saint Charles Street 
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Museum Properties, Inc. 
29 Stanhope Strect 
Boston, MA 02116 


Ms. Randy Lathrop 


Progect Manager 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 

Boston, MA 02201 


Re! Parcels 16,17,18 ak.a, Columbus Canter 
Ms, Lathrop, 


On behalf of myself and most of the other property owners on Stanhope Street, I chould Like to register our 
strong opposition to the proposed development at the above referenced location, The development would 
destroy the value we have created after having worked for many years to renovate and restore our 
properties which were all but abandoned over the past twenty years, 


Many of our objections have already been raised either orally or in written form, having to do with 
excessive height over the 15 stories recommended by the SDSC, the massing, traffic and wind problems, 
and the creation of structures which do not integrate well with the scale of the immediate neighborhoods, 
80 we will not dwoll on those for the moment. 


I should like, however to focus on the total disregard the development shows to the Stanhape Street 
properties, These properties are part of the historical fabric of the elty. Mary of them were commercial 
livery facilities which housed the horses and wagons for the area on the ground floor and had haylofts 
ebove. These buildings are more than one hundred years of age. Their sosle was of two story row 
buildings. Much of their original detail remains, From the beginning of the SDSC procasa we objected to 
the constant characterization of the streat a3 an “alley” or a service road. This street has been revitalized 
with restaurants and residences and offices, and is now quite vibrant both day and night. It has a character 
all its own which would be overwhelmed by two very disastrous features of the proposed development. 


The developers m their attempt to load as much as possible onto the land which presently serves as a 
parking Jot and which is presently owned by John Hancock, want to build a 38 story sheer wall which 
backs up to Stanhope Street and then close off traffic to the Street and make it a pedestian way which they 
very cleverly portray with tables and chairs and make it look bright and siry. They show a couple of 
bistros cloge to Clarandon Street but s large section of Stanhope Street ar the camer of Cahnera Way (2 
labeled service area which can only be seen as a large loading area for the complex which will face this 
“lovely pedestrian area" which they have depicted. The prospect of forty foot trailer trucks and service 
yehicles traveling these narrow streets and having to tum around and back up into these loading areas is 
certainly not conducive to the aotivity proposed In the drawings. Above this alts more service area, parking 
garage , end ramps to access parking. Therefore we will face nine stories (92 feet by their drawings) of 
newly created urban blight which will impose itself over this pedestrian area, One has to conclude that this 
is far ftom a ncighborhood friendly design. 


We are relying on the BRA end the City to protect us from this aggressive design. Nothing should be 
allowed which does not pull back considerably from the street and sidewalks on all four sides of the 
development. Good urban design demands that whether 15 or fewer stories are to be allowed thut the 
building be pulled back and that it step down to the sidewalks as called for in the SDSC report. The 
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developer must be constralned to build something that enhances its environment and not destroy any part 
ofit. We submit that in its present form that the development would in fact reduce Stanhope Street and 
Cahners Way to the alley which it presently is not and in the process destroy the property values which we 
have worked to hard to create and preserve. 


We also call to your attention that the SDSC report calls for a potential bonus in height on parcel 16 in 
tetumn for a playground or park on parcel 18, This is blatantly unfair to those of us who are More directly 
impacted by any increased height on parcel 16. The best solution would be to equalize the height massing 
and density on all three peroels and have the appropriate amount of setbacks and open ereas and public 
spaces around the structures on each. 


or S, Dashow 
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Randi Lath rop 


‘Or: Slp0616@aol.com 

dent: Wednesday, April 04, 2001 8:07 PM 
To: Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us 
Subject: Columbus Center 


As a resident of Bay Village, | want to strongly object to the development 
known as the Columbus Center, Parcels 16 & 17. This project would have 
adverse effects on the quality of life in the abutting neighborhoods. | feel 
the Civic Vision plans need to be honored in regards to the development of 
these parcels. 


Steven Procopio 
Bay Village 
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Randi Lathrop 


6 From: SCraine@aol.com 
Sent: Wednesday, April 04, 2001 7:10 PM 
kee Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us 
Subject: Parcel 16 and 17 Letter of Concern 


STEPHEN W. CRAINE 
17 Cazenove Street, Unit 208 
Boston, MA 02116 


April 4, 2001 


Randi Lathrop, Assistant Director 
Community Planning, City of Boston 
1 City Hall Plaza 

Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Assistant Director Lathrop: 


As a registered - and consistently voting - resident of Ward 5, Precinct 1, 
as a concerned citizen who -- along with many others -- battled the forces to 
protect my street and neighborhood during the entire review and construction 
process for the Southwest Corridor project, and as a resident of 17 Cazenove 
Street whose building will, arguably, be the significantly most affected 
building in the Cazenove, St. Charles, Chandler Streets section of the Ellis 
a Neighborhood, | implore you to listen thoughtfully and react responsibly to 
the concerns of my neighbors as you review the proposals for Parcels 16 and 
17 of the proposed Columbus Center and its use of air rights over the 
Massachusetts Turnpike. And | request that this e-mail letter be included 
with the full distribution of comments concerning the Project Notification 
Form for the Columbus Center proposal currently under review. 


It should be noted that my interest in this process is not new; over a year 
and a half ago when the possibility of this project first appeared in an 
article in the Boston Globe, | wrote , as default president of the Cazenove 
Street Neighbors, to the Director of the Massachusetts Turnpike Authority 
with a copy to Mayor Menino, about our concerns that any building on the 
corner of Columbus and Clarendon over the MTA air rights be consistent with 
the size and mass of the buildings on the other three corners of that 
intersection. At the time, | mentioned, and still fully believe, that the 

vast majority of residents of this area would welcome the "filling over" of 
the gaping hole created by the Turnpike; but that any use of those air rights 
must be in harmony and consort of the surrounding areas. 


| write today because, not only did | not receive a response or even of an 

acknowledgment of that letter from either individual, but | now find that 

the concerns and interests of the residents in these effected areas are being 

so potentially violated, that | cannot sit back quietly any longer. | now 

know, for instance, that well over a million dollars of taxpayer money - my 

money - and a year of time was invested into "A Civic Vision for Turnpike 

Air Rights"; that this "Vision" ultimately called for a maximum height limit 

of 150 feet (with some leeway for park land development); that the Chair of 
a the Strategic Development Study Committee responsible for the "Vision" 

publically confirmed the economic feasibility of using the master plan in the 

"Vision" as verified by two separate consulting firms; and that the 

Memorandum of Understanding between the City and the Turnpike Authority is on 

record as stating: "The parties agree to ensure that any Project is 
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Randi Lathrop 


‘Bon: john herbert [johnrh@tiac.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 03, 2001 3:30 PM 
To: Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us 
Subject: Comments regarding Parcels 16 and 17 
Dear Randi, 


The following comments are presented based upon where we currently are in 
the discovery process concerning parcels 16 and 17. At this time 

information regarding both the environmental as well as the economic 
information has not been presented to the community. 


The clear reaction to date is that the development is much to large in 
height and mass and the resulting concerns about being able to cope with 
the corresponding demands, ie traffic, servicing, wind, shadow will render 
a significant decrease in the quality of life in the neighborhood. We are 
not however against the development of these two parcels. We want them 
developed within the context of The Civic Vision and not as the developer 
is presenting in his proposal. 


To date the developer has been unresponsive to the issues the community has 

raised. We look forward to meaningful discussions where we may work 

towards creating a development in keeping with The Civic Vision. What is 

approved for these two parcels will influence the guidelines of all 

subsequent development sites. What we have in front of us would be a very 
or model for others to follow. 


Regards, 
John Herbert 


34 Gray Street 
Boston, MA 02116 
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beneficial to the City and to the residents of the affected communities and 

minimizes, to a reasonable extent, adverse impacts upon the quality of life, 

but not limited to traffic, noise, density and air quality in the 

neighborhood surrounding any such project." THIS IS MY NEIGHBORHOOD! And | 
do not acknowledge that a structure and mass at least twice that recommended 

and approved in the "Civic Vision" is either "reasonable", "beneficial", or 

without “adverse impact upon the quality of life..." of my neighborhood. 


| also recognize that many of the rules, regulations and agencies set up to 
protect neighborhoods in such development negotiations may have reduced 
impact or control over this particular project due to - in my view - highly 
questionable and outdated statutes. | also seriously question both the 
decision to award without competitive process and the lack of experience in 
large project and building construction of this particular developer, whose 
history shows that other resident groups were forced to litigate 
inappropriately large and insensitive developments elsewhere. But, most 
importantly, it is ludicrous to believe that this developer -- with 

tantamount "approval" from the City -- and the MTA are, in fact, negotiating 
in good faith under their own Memorandum of Understanding. 


Therefore, as an absolute minimum, | request and require, that the MTA, City 
and developer of Columbus Center work under, accept and implement the 
recommendations as set forth in the "Civic Vision for Turnpike Air Rights in 
Boston"; that the comment period for neighbors to react to the project be 
extended to September 30, 2001; and that the appropriate concerned 
organizations - Ellis Neighborhood, Cazenove/St. Charles, South End 
Historical, Back Bay Neighborhood and Bay Village Civic Association among 
others - be recognized as respected partners in the negotiations with the 
City, MTA and developer. 


We remain committed to working cooperatively and reasonably with all 
concerned parties as we move forward in the appropriate development of the 
air rights in Parcels 16 and 17 of the Turnpike. But we also remain adamant 
that our neighborhood will be protected against inappropriate and 
ill-conceived development of that area - and we will protect our neighborhood 
by whatever means necessary if our concerns are not taken seriously. 


We have literally gone to the wall before - literally the red brick walls 

with inserted friezes from the old Back Bay station we gained after repeated 
negotiations with the builders of the Southwest Corridor. We will not 
hesitate to do the same to protect our neighborhood from the rape currently 
envisioned for the Columbus Center development. 


Sincerely, 


Stephen W. Craine 
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Randi Lathrop 


han Courtney Dickinson [courtney@culturesolutions.com] 
ent: Wednesday, April 04, 2001 1:55 AM 

10; randi.lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us 

Subject: Letter Against Parcel 16 & 17 Proposal 


Parcel 16 and 17 


protest CED.d... Hello -- It is attached in cleaner form. In case it does not come out, | 
will also put the text directly in this email: 


April 3, 2001 


Courtney Dickinson 
66 Chandler Street #3 
Boston, MA 02116 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 
1 City Hall Square 9th floor 
Boston, MA 02201-1007 


o” Ms. Lathrop: 


am shocked about a proposal to build 33 and 38 story buildings on Parcel 
16 and 17. These buildings — as proposed — are completely out of synch with 
the character and scale of the neighborhood, as well as way out of line from 
the Civic Vision (which we paid one million dollars to create!) 


This also runs the risk of being a huge, negative impact to our city — 
currently the proposal calls for poorly proportioned buildings compared with 
their environment, wildly inadequate parking for the scale of the building, 

an economic risk ( a hotel that has not yet been declared as having a 
sponsor), crowded neighborhood streets with even more traffic, making our 
rough parking situation much worse as the overflow comes to my street, and 
creating really intense wind tunnels. 


| fear that these new buildings will destroy the architectural integrity of 
these historic neighborhoods — and it is a mistake that cannot be fixed once 
made. | also fear they will not be built correctly, given the inexperience 

of the builder who has never done a project this size. 


Please extend the public comment period until September 30. Most neighbors 
still do not know what is being proposed, and we need time to be heard and 
make sure the right thing happens. 


With the current proposal, | would much rather have nothing than two 
Skyscrapers which directly touch onto our neighborhood. 


Bese do the right & sensible things: 
Make the developer adhere to the Civic Vision. 
Fully investigate the developers’ credentials. 
Extend the public comment period until September 30th. 
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The fact that the civic vision has been overlooked sets a dangerous 
precedent which inspires cynicism about democracy and overcrowding, instead 
of celebration about moving our city forward. 


our support would be greatly appreciated! 


Sincerely, 


Courtney Dickinson 


Randi Lathrop 


e: Rhea, James T [JRHEA@PARTNERS.ORG] 
ent: Monday, April 02, 2001 12:38 PM 

To: 'randi.lathrop.bra@ci.boston.ma.us' 

Cc: Rhea, James T 

Subject: parcel 16 and 17 

Ms Lathrop, 


Please forward this to the Citizens Advisory Committee for the construction on 
air rights of parcels 16 and 17. 
My home is at 9 St Charles Street which | own. The proposal for parcels 16 and 
17 is of great concern for several reasons. 
-The prior advisory committee suggested height limit of 15 stories. The density 
of 30+ stories (even with a small out of the way park on parcel 18) is a very 
poor development for the neighborhood because of crowding. 
-The garage is inadequate at a ratio of .6 to 1 for the units and given the 
tightness of parking for the people who live here already 
-The tracks should be covered. This development should connect the south end and 
back bay. Exposed tracks will remain a visual and noisy obstacle. The 
development is not in keeping with the spirit of the city's planning for livable 
neighborhoods. 
-The structure to the north of the tracks will reflect sound back toward the 
houses to the south since the tracks are not covered. This needs study for the 
noise impact on the area. 
-The current houses are on pilings. The effect on the water table of sucha 
projects needs to be evaluated and the developer held responsible for any damage 
resulting from change in the water table. 

mes Rhea 

t Charles St 

Boston, MA 02116-6212 
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Randi Lathrop | 


oe Tom Boyden [thomas.boyden@verizon.net] 
ent: Tuesday, April 03, 2001 1:32 PM 
TO; Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us 
Subject: (no subject) 


Dear Ms. Lathrop 


| wish register my feelings about the development proposal for the air 
rights over Parcel 16 and 17. | wish to encourage the decision makers 
to stay within the height limits agreed upon by the city-wide panel that 
was involved in the two year study. 


As a Columbus Avenue condo owner, | think the developer's plans are too 
inconsistent with the rest of the neighborhood. 


Thank you, 


Tom Boyden 
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To Whom it Concerns: 


I am writing to express my concerns for the proposed developments on parcels 16 & 17. Like many of my 
neighbors, I believe that the developer has designed buildings which will greatly impact the neighborhood 
in an negative manner. 


I moved to the South End 11 years ago when I purchased my current home on Chandler Street. What 
attracted me to the area was the small personal scale of the neighborhood’s architecture and the relative 
peacefulness (given the urban setting). These projects threaten the very reasons that brought me into the 
area and have kept me here. I am do not agree with the developers statements that the projects will 
“complete the urban fabric of the South End” but rather destroy the special character of my neighborhood. 


Although I am very fond of my current neighborhood, there are certain aspects that I do not like, a major 
one being parking difficulties. How can the proposed # of spaces possibly support the needs of the 
proposed buildings? Math has never been my strong suit but for parcel 16, if you add 200 hotel rooms + 
102 condos (assuming that each condo has only one car) you will need 302 spaces. If you subtract this # 
from the planned 331 spaces you are left with a meager 29 spaces for hotel, shop, and restaurant employee 
never mind any patrons or customers. The developer’s statement that all the parking will extremely 
expensive to encourage “T” usage is absolutely ridiculous. It will not encourage people to ride the “T”’” 
The orange line is horrendous especially in comparison to some of the other lines in terms of regularity an 
safety. Visitors to these buildings will just do what visitors to the South End already do, take the spaces 
designated to the residents. It doesn’t matter that they risk a ticket, chances are that they won’t get one in 
the evening or on the weekend and the fine is often less than parking in a legal spot. 


Unfortunately, my current job requires me to commute by automobile in and out of the city on a daily 
basis. I know the traffic patterns of the area intimately. On Arlington Street I pass by two hotels which 
cause commuting nightmares. The Ritz, despite a yellow curb and no meters, causes chaos virtually any 
time of day. Vehicles triple park and taxis cut across multiple lanes of traffic for a fare. The Park Plaza 
isn’t much better in terms of aiding the flow of traffic despite the fact that it doesn’t face onto Arlington 
Street. And, if you were to study the double parking on Columbus Ave in front of Workbench/Club 
Cafe/etc. you would be appalled by how many people think its ok to block half of the available lanes. I 
cannot imagine that the addition of these two proposed structures would do anything but make a bad 
situation much worse. 


When I do not have to work, I love to walk around Boston. I used to go through the Corridor years ago bu 
due to the recent increases in crime I avoid the area. If a park is built on parcel 18 I am very concerned 
about who would patrol it and who would maintain it. There is a courtyard outside of my room at work. It 
is not old but when it was built no one thought to put in funds for its maintenance. So, the area is barren, 
ugly and not utilized. It is better to not have any park than to have one that is unsafe or not kept up. 


In addition to my concern over walking through open city spaces, I avoid walking down Clarendon Street 
towards Boyleston as many of my neighbors do. Why? Because of the horrible wind sheers coming from 
the Hancock tower. I usually cut through Back Bay station to avoid the area surrounding the skyscraper. 
In winter, the effects are unbearable. I hate to imagine the terrible impact that these proposed buildings 
would have on pedestrians crossing Columbus. One man, an architect from the Back Bay, said in the 


: ft Gn i. 


March meeting that height is not such an important issue, that people are not affected by tall buildings. He 
obviously has not walked by the Hancock tower on a chilly day. 


Parcel 17 has me worried not only in terms of its proposed size and impact on traffic and the neighborhoo« 
but also due to its planned usage. I realize that Boston can be a very expensive place to live. And, perhap 
there is a need for more affordable housing in the city as Mayor Menino claims. However, why in my fro1 
yard? The South End has more than its share of low income and affordable housing. There is Tent City, 
The Castle, The Villa, etc. and it is unfair and unreasonable to expect us to take on any more of the burden 
Let Beacon Hill house some of the Boston’s less fortunate citizens! If you venture towards Back Bay 
Station in the evening and into Copley Place, you are likely to run into young “hoodlums” that do not 
inspire trust and confidence from the general public. Where do they come from? Where many of the 
assailants come from that attack pedestrians along the Corridor, Tent City (and other area low income 
housing projects). Family housing is fine when the family is responsible and intact. But, as is often stated 
in the South End News crime reports “‘parents....do you know where your children are?”’. 


Along the lines of crime, why must the South End be short-changed to pay for cost over runs from the Big 
Dig? As was stated in the last CAC meeting, profits from the sale of the air rights would go towards the 
central artery project. I realize that a lot of money needs to be raised in order to pay for the ever increasin; 
construction costs and to make up for the loss of federal funds and monies not “handled” appropriately by 
those involved with the project. There has got to be better and fairer ways to raise the necessary funds. 


In conclusion, I hope that my concerns and those of my neighbors are fully taken into account. Most of us 
would like to see developments built on parcels 16 & 17 but they must be reasonable and follow the civic 
vision. The buildings proposed by Casin/Winn are not acceptable for the reasons stated above. It would 
appear that all they care about is turning a HUGE profit at the expense of many citizens living in the 
historic South End. Please do not allow this to happen. 


Sincerely, 


Judy Komarow 
66 Chandler Street 
March 36, 2001 
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Randi Lathrop 


m: Michael P Monahan [mmonah@2ziplink.net] 
dent: Monday, March 19, 2001 4:43 PM 
To: Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us 
Subject: CAC Parcels 16 & 17 
Randi, 


Could you please put me on your list regarding the upcoming meetings and 
information about the CAC parcels 16 & 17 called colunbus center. 


Thank You, 


Mike Monahan 

Local 103 IBEW 
mmonah@ziplink.net 
1-617-436-3710 
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Randi Lathrop 


From: YTM40@aol.com 
Sent: | Wednesday, March 07, 2001 12:27 PM 

To: Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us 

Cc: PerManSer@aol.com 

Subject: Columbus Center (Turnpike Air Rights Parcels 16 & 


221 Columbus Avenue, #401 
Boston, MA 02116-5194 
617.247.2965 
March 7, 2001 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Economic Development Department 
Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Boston City Hall, Ninth Floor — 
Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


Unfortunately due to a scheduling conflict, | will not be able to attend 
tomorrow's CAC meeting. However, | did want to express my concern over the 
excessive height of the proposed projects which of course leads to an 
excessive amount of parking spaces. The proposed development is simply not 
in character with the surrounding neighborhood. Besides causing severe 
congestion, these projects will adversely impact the neighborhood's wind 
conditions and sunlight. Neither does this project adhere to the master plan 
guidelines or the South End or Bay Village Landmark District guidelines. 

What is the purpose of having guidelines if they are not going to be 

considered in the actual project? 


More importantly as a property owner, | am concerned about the potential 
damage to surrounding property from the planned construction. What 
provisions have been made to address this concern? | do not believe the 
surrounding property owners should have to engage in individual, 
time-consuming lawsuits to be reimbursed for damages. A fund should be 
established by the developer to take care of these matters. 


Sincerely, 


Judith-Noélle Lamb 
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% From: paul s [p_w_smith@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 16, 2001 2:26 PM 


TO: Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us 


4/23/01 


Randi Lathrop 


nnn SS sss 


er John LaFleur [jlafleur@heritagegroupllc.com] 
nt: Monday, April 16, 2001 2:16 PM 
To: ‘Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us' 
Cc: ‘mayor@ci.boston.ma.us'; 'James.Kelly@ci.boston.ma.us": 


‘Rep.PaulDemakis@hou.state.ma.us': ‘Rep.SalvatoreDiMas@hou.state.ma.us’: 
‘Dwilkers@senate.state.ma.us' 


Subject: Columbus Avenue Towers 


Dear Randi, 


As a long time resident of 9 Appleton Street (on the corner of Berkley and 
Appleton), a renter since November of 1987 to be exact and owner since 
August of 1997, | wholeheartedly support the objections to the developments 
being proposed by the Winn / Cassin Development team. 


While | was dismayed at the Civic Vision, which | see as a farce from my 
perspective as having any real benefit to the South End, as the South End 
News articles pointed out, something was going on the lots and the Vision 
seemed to be a reasonable compromise. 


Going above the 15 story limit is not in keeping with development in the 
South End. The architetects and developers are pointing to the commercial 
part of Back Bay for reference of what we should expect.....it is “in 

keeping with the neighborhooa".....that is blatantly untrue. 


Clearly this development sits in the heart of a residential neighborhood. 
@: clearly the duty of the BRA to oversee some intervention and to 

ce compliance with the Civic Vision which South End residents (who are 
paying $400 plus per foot for their homes) see as a contract with the 


neighborhood. 


| would hope that upcoming news reports reflect that intervention and cover 
the issues of traffic on Berkley Street, water pressure for area residents 
(already a significant problem), the water table in general with respect to 

it sinking and creating the same problems that Beacon Hill and Back Bay 
became famous for with rotten pilings.....etc. 


What steps are being taken to protect existing residents from developers 
that are clearly trying to renogiate for more profit by adding more floors? 


If the project is too expensive due to the decking.....don't let it be 
done....if it is going to be done, using the Civic Vision as the 
model....the worst it could be..... please don't ruin the South End 
neighborhood in the process and by all means.....protect our 
infrastructure. 


| look forward to hearing about more responsibile measures being taken by 
the City to protect existing South End residents from being overrun with 
development....we don't want it....we never did.....and we certainly don't 
want it as it is being proposed. 


Sincerely 

hn LaFleur 

Prieto Street #400 
oston, MA 02116 
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Randi Lathrop 


From: Stephen J. Mills [sim@xensei.com] 

Sent: Sunday, April 22, 2001 4:36 PM 

To: randi.lathrop.bra@ci.boston.ma.us 

Cc: mayor@ci.boston.ma.us; james.kelly@ci.boston.ma.us 

Subject: Twin Towers Threat 

Dear Ms. Lathrop, 

As South End residents and City of Boston taxpayers we want to register our outrage at attempts by the juggernaut MTA to 
circumvent public opinion and public policy by rolling through its unreasonable skyscraper plans for Parcel 16 and 17, in 
direct conflict with with our city's master plan. We're further alarmed by a report in last week's "South End News" that an 
MOU signed between the MTA and City of Boston gives the MTA the upper hand on air rights. 


While we don't expect the MTA to take account of the public good in the lucrative execution of its air rights we're entitled to 
expect nothing less from the City of Boston. Please defend our neighborhood's quality of life and reject the MTA's proposal. 


Sincerely, 


Stephen, Janet and Olivia Mills (aged 2 yrs 6 mths) 
21 Lawrence Street 


4/23/01 
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April 19, 2001 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 
Economic Development Department 


Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Boston City Hall, Ninth Floor 


Boston, MA 02201 


Randi, 


I’m sending you this letter in order to air a few of my concerns regarding the proposed 
developments on Parcels 16 & 17 over the Massachusetts Turnpike. Your help in seeing 


that this document becomes part of the public record is poe ass 


First I would ibe: to state that I appreciate the leadership that you and the Boston 
Redevelopment Authority have shown in seeing that the public comment period for 
discussions related to these parcels have been extended. I look forward to the 
continued leadership and community commitment from the BRA and the Mayor that I’m 
sure will be required in order to end up with a project that is good for the citizens of the 
surrounding neighborhoods, Boston and the Commonwealth. 


My major overriding concern is the blatant disregard the developer has displayed related 
to the scale of acceptable development that has been so clearly detailed in the Civic 
Vision. Secondly, as alluded to in the Civic Vision, I would support the inclusions of some 
appropriately designed, scaled and funded open space with the project. Since it has 
been made clear that the Parcel 18 is excluded from the current discussions, Parcel 17 
would be the logical choice for this project component. Perhaps space could be made 
available by decking over all of Parcel 17, included the existing rail tracks. Finally, I 
would like to suggest exploring a aifrerentt use for the space currently identified for a 
health club on Parcel 16. There are a number of such facilities within a very few blocks 
of the proposed development and I do not see the addition of another one as serving the 
community. I’m sure that with an opportunity for input from the community that a 
better commercial alternative could be identified that would kelp to enliven the 
streetscape of.Columbus Avenue and enhance the life of the City. 


It is critical that this project be undertaken in a way that is clearly beneficial to the 
neighborhoods and the City and not just to the development team. We are granted only 
a short term as stewards for this great urban gem but our decisions will be visible well 
beyond our lifetimes. Let us build wisely. 


Boston, MA 02118 
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78 W. Concord St, #8 April 18, 2001 
Boston MA 02118 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Assistant Director 
Community Planning 

1 City Hall Square, 9th Floor 
Boston MA 02201 


Re: Opposition to Columbus Center (Project EOEA 12459) 
Dear Ms. Lathrop, 


Columbus Center does not belong in the South End. This is a 
residential neighbood, a protected historic neighborhood, and 
therefore no place for the high-rise buildings proposed by 
Cassin/Winn for Columbus Ave. I also see no place for the 
proposals of the Civic Vision. No builder taller than 8 stories is 
appropriate for this part of town - a quick look up and Gown 
Columbus will confirm this. 
The South End is a very charming place to live, full of beautiful 
brownstones: a real neighborhood, a great place to call home. If 
high-rise buildings are allowed to be built here the South End will | 
start to lose its spirit. The construction at the Pru is turning that part | 
of town into Boston's second commercial district. This is a shame | 
and it shows how crucial it is that this not happen in the South End. | 
And so if Columbus Center is seen as a way of "helping" the | 
South End, we have a serious misconception on our hands which 
must be corrected. We do not want this type of “help”. If the city 
wants to really help there are plenty of buildings in the area that 
need to be fixed up, also a great demand for affordable housing. 
People would rather live in a real neighborhood like this than in a 
high-rise, no matter how beautiful. Projects like Columbus Center 
threaten to compromise the integrity of the South End. 
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231 Harrison Ave, #22 
Boston Ma 02111 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Assistant Director 
Community Planning 

1 City Hall Square, 9th Floor 
Boston Ma 02201 


April 17, 2001 


Re: Opposition to Project EOEA 12459 (Columbus Center) 


Dear Ms. Lathrop, 


I have worked in the South End for 8 years. It's a nice place to walk around and check out 
the architecture. The two high-rise towers planned for Columbus Center are a bad idea. They 
don't fit in; they are too tall. The South End has a human scale and I hope we can keep it that 
way, not only now, but for many years to come. I don't want to break my neck craning to 
admire the roof-line of any new buildings. 

Another thing I don't like is that all the new buildings seem to be luxury developments. I 
can't find an apartment I can afford in this area. It never used to be like this, there was always 
a deal somewhere. Not any more. Boston is becoming an extremely expensive town and I 
don't like this trend. Of course, it doesn't have to be this way. If the accent were more on 
affordable housing it would be a different story in a few years. People that have been forced 
out could move back in. Why should city living be only for the rich? 

To sum up: ALL the heights suggested for Columbus Center are too high. I do not support 
the developers’ vision - 38 and 33 stories. And I do not support the Civic Vision - 15 stories. 
Neither proposal is suitable for the South End. The traffic situation is bad and getting worse 
daily. We don't need more cars passing by, nor do we need buildings like this in the area. 

To tell the truth, I like things just fine the way they are. Not every stone needs to be shiny. 


Yours truly, 


Ben Connie 
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DUNWELL 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
City Hall 

Boston MA 


April 14, 2001 


re: Parcel 16/17 aka Columbus Center 
Dear Ms. Lathrop; 


As residents of Bay Village and citizens of Boston we strongly and vehemently 
oppose the Columbus Center proposal for Parcels 16 & 17 by Cassin/Winn developers. 


We believe the “Civic Vision” for air rights development must be the standard by 
which any new project is measured. Mayor Menino has praised this award-winning 
document. We endorse its proposals for this district. Columbus Center is an egregious 
insult to the “Civic Vision.” The project ignores the height and density guidelines 
completely. Both towers are way over the size indicated in the “‘Civic Vision. a 
Columbus Center is simply too big. Way too big. 


The “Civic Vision” proposes a linkage between additional height on Parcel 16 
and park development on Parcel 18. Columbus Center ignores this concept completely, 
doubling the height on the former with no mention of the latter. We want the park. 


This 1.3 million square foot project will bring intolerable traffic congestion. 
Traffic already chokes our streets. Vehicles creep up Berkeley Street and crawl east on 
Columbus Avenue. Herald Street barely moves for most of the day. Where will the 2000 
new car trips per day go? What about the proposed turnpike off-ramp? More traffic is 
trouble. Parking stress will also increase. Demand for parking in our neighborhoods 
already exceeds capacity. 


This project will undermine the quality of life in our district. Public transit 
is near-capacity already. Excess development pollutes the air and creates more noise. 
Columbus Center threatens the livability of our residential neighborhoods and 
undermines those very qualities which attract people to Boston. 


Columbus Center is the first test of the “Civic Vision’’ air-rights process. 
We want this done right. We want this proposal rejected. 


Dudu Anda. Adolf 


Steve Dunwell & Angela Atwell 


www.stevedunwell.com 


Steve Dunwell Photography 20 Winchester Street, Boston, MA 02116 617-423-4916 Fax 617-695-0059 
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28 Brentwood St, #3 
Allston MA 02134 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Assistant Director 
Community Planning 

1 City Hall Square, 9th Floor 
Boston MA 02201 


April 17, 2001 
Re: Oppostion to Columbus Center - Project EOEA 12459 


Dear Ms. Lathrop, 


It seems not everyone knows that Boston is not New York because people keep trying to 
change Boston into New York. It's not going to work. (I come from New York and I should 
know.) Boston is Boston and New York is New York. A city works when it keeps its own 
identity and Boston is in danger of losing this most important asset. Boston is not supposed to 
be a a city of high-rises with the fast-paced lifestyle that accompanies that kind of architecture, 
but that's the direction we're heading in. People who have lived in Boston for a long time like 
the town just the way it is. It might not all be perfect but we like it this way. We do not want 
the current trend to continue. 

The two new buildings for Columbus Center do not belong in Boston. They belong in New 
York. If it's too expensive for developers to build buildings of a reasonable and suitable 
height for this location then leave the "lots" empty. Seven or eight stories is the most a 
building in this area should be. Besides, Boston can always use more open spaces; they help 
a city breathe. 

Along with the height question, there are a great number of other issues which concern me: 
traffic and parking are crazy in this area; sometimes you can't get on the T, it's so packed; 
we get a lot of dust from the 131 Dartmouth Street construction on Columbus, so I can't 
imagine how bad it will be with construction just a few yards from where I work. The area is 
over-burdened enough as it is. I say these things as someone who has worked in the South 
End for 5 years. 

There has to be a stop to all the building. It's ALL too big, too high, too fast and too much. 
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April 17, 2001 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 

Boston Redevelopment Authority 
One City Hall Square 

Boston, MA 02201 


Re: Columbus Center/Parcels 16, 17 and 18 


Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


I am a property owner and resident of 40 Isabella Street in Bay Village. The secondary 
entrance/exit to 40 Isabella Street is at 25 Cortes Street, which is exactly 81 paces from parcel 17 
of the proposed Columbus Center development. The windows of my living room and guest 
bedroom have direct sight lines over parceis 16, 17 and 18. This location information will give 
you a clear sense of the impact the proposed Columbus Center development will have to the 
quality of my daily life. 


I am very excited about the development of parcels 16, 17 and 18, but my excitement is 
tempered by the fact that I expect this development to take place within the guide lines set forth 
in A Civic Vision For Turnpike Air Rights In Boston. As proposed, Columbus Center has a long 
way to go before it expresses the vision outlined in this award-winning guide. 


I understand from my attendance at the April 9" MEPA scoping session that there are 
significant areas of the project that only the BRA will be addressing in their scoping sessions. 
The following are some, but certainly not all, of my concerns surrounding this proposed 
development. 


Light and Shadow Impacts 


The development as proposed for parcel 17, especially at the height presently on the table, will 
have an enormous affect to my home by both the loss of sunlight and the creation of shadows. 
The proposed building on parcel 17 will have a north/south axis presenting the majority of its 
mass to the east, directly towards my residence and Bay Village. As the sun advances to the 
western edge of the proposed building I will lose an enormous amount of sunlight, both on the 
Cortes Street facade and the Isabella Street facade of my residence. I shudder to think about the 
shadows that will creep across my building towards Bay Village. If the BRA is considering site 
visits to the surrounding residences in the area of parcel 17, please contact me. I am more than 
happy to have any BRA representatives visit my home to assess the affect the loss of sunlight 
and the creation of shadows will have to not only my daily life but to that of all Bay Village 
residents. 


‘ oe r ok 


rrebacsn oT sogaallr’ vi all nivel! shled nal Ob todmebian baw taawo vinoqoiq #4 

| fyotiter conf eoose 12 villous 2i doidw oer aptoD 25. te 2i Joonté sllodnal O80 
m fen oocy acrrvil yirl olvittaioniby aiT anarmnolaveb reiD eudmmieD Bae 

aviy Liw nosierstatat colteool anil 21 hae-VL of else ovo sonil sigte tosith & 
ont of avad (fieetuorqolovab taed evemniloDbexeqotg off foaqrn nil Yo 9% pa 
yet sb 

ai iuarnlioke yor id 81 bee V1 2! alpabs ie Inaiaqols ah oe. ods ecient 
lites aveal sbing ont! auitive gual oxgt id Pais ayer et loons Tle sad 2 
epole «af toi) ahead bagequig cA hovel Ap Gh aearofl 107k 
sbi yiteniwebiewe ear al Bonita neice ont verge 


ore stots mals molesan an qoos ATIM 90 freA oct 99 asbaghe 
a olznee galqoosaiarl om anizesibbhs 34 five ATL och Ung isa i 
hone eit anibnworie wrrsones et to le longer Ml 


iinw, idsLodt no ae itterort orf} 3s vlidisnieen eae pase | 
irobuttato Aoijuors cd brn ddgileae to ezal oct) ad yt vals cepa a 
at: to tegen on? sritineasiy 2ixs diuoe\dion « vad iw Ti borey oe ansblivdl oa 
sit o! aso>npdie nue ait 2A oyalliV¥ yal bre boneieor vit abawel yliootiy 
- at oo find deified lo neous eucrmone fm ovoltitw } arebinid ie atopy 
oii mode Ani oj iobbugla 1 sorobieor yi to claw tordd slisdaal sd bas obaadit.tge 
otia grnisbiensy 2i AAR oot Tl agelli¥ yest ebiewot gtidlivd yin aeotae qoaro Iie am 
ner} soc mw | oft. tonioge dangley VI loomg To. sere aif ai asaccbhinos gaibawenz 
liigiiaue io eol off thethe oof ngoean of atmo ent theiv zovideieenqa AE ede 
squlli'Y oS Us to teeter tid-otil o- yee i ton of Svad ity emobnais Tote 


April 17, 2001 
Page 2 


Air Quality 


T understand that the decking for this project will cover all of the tumpike on parcels 16 and 17. 
I am very concerned about the venting of the vehicular exhaust from vehicles traveling the 
turnpike. Because of the proximity of my residence to parcel 17 I am very concerned about the 
ventilation systems used in the building proposed for this site. 


Transportation 


The proposed projects for parcels 16 and 17 will generate a huge amount of traffic from both 
residents and visitors to the properties. The streets of Bay Village are very few and, as you are 
aware, parking is a precious commodity in our neighborhood. Historically visitors will seek out 
resident parking spaces in surrounding neighborhoods rather than pay for parking in public 
garages. I am very concerned about the impact of vehicular traffic to my neighborhood. Isabella 
Street has always been utilized as a shortcut to the Arlington Street on-ramp to the turnpike and I 
am very concerned about the increase in traffic down our residential street. 


Noise 


Construction noise is a given with any project of this dimension and scope. I look to the 
developer to mitigate the negative affects this will have to the immediate residents of both 
parcels. For instance, I would hope that any construction would be limited to the hours of 7AM 
to 4PM and construction would take place Monday through Friday only. Because of the close 
proximity of my residence to parcel 17 I am very concerned about the noise generated from 
vehicular traffic servicing the proposed building once it is built. 


An additional element of noise that greatly concerns me is the reverberation affect off of the 
proposed building on parcel 17 of vehicular traffic using the turnpike. With the decking of 
parcels 16 and 17 covering portions of the turnpike near my home, the only remaining open 
turnpike space is that known as parcel 18. Presently the vehicular noise from this stretch of the 
turnpike is disbursed over a large, fairly unobstructed area. With the largest massing of the 
proposed building on parcel 17 facing directly into parcel 18, I am concerned that the noise from 
vehicular traffic will have no where to go but to bounce off of this building and create havoc 
with the quality of my life and Bay Village. 


Parcel 18 


The Civic Vision is quite clear in delineating a relationship between parcel 16 and 18. A 
substantial amount of green space in the form of a public park on parcel 18 will add a wonderful 
element to our communities. Once again, I ask that the BRA and the developers adhere to the 
guidelines of the Civic Vision. 
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April 17, 2001 
Page 3 


Parking 


A project of this scope will require an enormous number of on-site workers during the 
construction period. I am concerned that the construction crews will inundate our already 
choked streets and public parking lots with their vehicles. Once the project is complete the 
service vehicles (taxies, delivery trucks, etc.) required to support the hotel and residences will 
further exacerbate the parking situation in our neighborhood. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide my input in this process. If you have any 
questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 


Very truly yours, 
John W. Stack 
4O Isabella Street 
Unit 4W 


Boston, MA 02116-5200 
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49 E. Springfield St. 
Boston, Ma 02118 


Ms. Randi Lathrop, April 16, 2001 
1 City Hall Square, Ninth Floor, 
Boston, Ma 02201 


Re: Opposition to Columbus Center Project 
Dear Ms. Lathrop, 


Iam disturbed by the proposals for the two new Columbus Center high-rises (38 and 33 
stories) planned for Columbus Ave. I find it unacceptable that buildings of this height be 
considered for the South End. 

I have been a South End resident for 35 years at the same address, so I know something 
about the South End. I know what belongs here and what doesn't and these buildings don't 
belong. Just look around. Is anything else this tall? Of course not. Nothing on Columbus is 
more than 8 stories, most of the South End has less than 5 stories. You can't expect anyone to 
seriously want a 38 story building next to their front door. It truly shocks me that this project 
has advanced to this stage. 

Then there is the 15 story maximum decided on by the "Citizens' Advisory Committee". 
Yes, the members are citizens but over half were selected by the turnpike/developer and 
construction industry labor unions and the rest by the city. Who represented the citizens 
directly? Of course they would settle on a height that is still over twice as high as one of its 
nearest neighbors (75 Clarendon). 

When the South End first started changing in the early 80s some people thought it was a 
good idea to clean it up and save the brownstones. I didn't because I could see what was 
coming. In some cases they were tearing down perfectly good houses just to put up more 
expensive properties so that a few people could make some money. Columbus Center is 
more of the same except the scale is hundreds of times greater. A lot of money is going to be 
made by a very few people. A lot of people are going to suffer from the increased congestion 
(in an area already pushed to the limits in terms of traffic and parking problems), noise at 
every hour of the day and night (when did it become legal to subject residents to round-the- 
clock construction noise?) and almost certain damage to the foundations of all neighborhood 
in a four block range. Then there is the danger of creating a wind tunnel along Columbus 
Ave. These are serious problems. Isn't anyone considering them? 

The South End used to have an interesting bunch of real people living in it, people who 
would sit on their stoop and tell stories at the end of the day, but with all the upscale 
developments character is being siphoned out of the area. Instead we seem to have acquired 
members of an elitist condo club as the old-timers are driven out. 

People who have such blatant disregard for what harmonizes with the South End have no 
business making decisions for it. If anyone thinks money isn't doing the talking here I will 
only point out the obvious fact that those who have the money are standing in a very strong 
position at the moment and I fear no one else is being heard. 

The face of Boston is changing and it is getting uglier by the day. 


Sincerely yours, 


Vil fae 


Alison Barnet 


| | — 
100 Di qa ba 


mics ae 
foojorl renmO aucmulo’) of ac a 


~ ioe? 
ti hos 1) ma did wt ete wa oat son he ban 
»! Aged ait 16 camiblied watt sleisiqasoca, © heft .ev A esdowloD wl dean 2h oi 
» beat deo? aeit to} be fs 
scisiorone wont to aenbihe oraaa at 16 care AE rok tosbjest bail uo® a ated 9 ] 
Vaeh oped « wid hae | omaok tubby bes nad ygrolad tadw wood I bait rtwoe oat ty 
ai irk} mo gathriot joe seg 1) Plier air athe geiaryne al penndgtritiey-ydt 
renee Fe ephigs te OF setae t mach 2anl cork ball rue? ori to tom ssihote $e 
isein x; Ait tedd on evoode: ylud eal ie im tiueP one eh 
oyste sic o4 bas 
“settl exe’) ras A "aosni>” ost yo ao bebineh munateeta yaole é! onl ef omnl & 
hire yempo!: svabiaaiqaust salt get freteric 2 ony Bart avo Ind enasnio os mediem ad 
cosxitio eet tetnsasage adW .vtio ex ef feet afD bos emoiat todal ywaubri an 
tti Io ano a digi ts coiwt xo Ita ai tee atizied 5 10. skit itresw declh anaes MF 
Auobeeral” 27) sroddaian tant 
ssw i hiywo alqoed arias o)8 hae oll o guipands beta 28 Dal dod oft 
anv tectw esa bivos 1 sawesed schih I ano tnmurord ndt Svan bin qe 1 aap of 
Patt Qu tog O) tea asmwcad bog ylostag awd grraei anew ' a neee e081 
ki eta aummlol? § .taaorn aoe sige bys ebqoe 7 WOT A IB ) ot aaitsaqorg Svs 
ed oF yrmug Al Yeadon. to fal A sateen asm to abesbrd at ateog S ry < 
notmegnog beasernai sc) sso wihwa of gaiog ots ohgeeg To wba “ee er 4 
is seiog Aemeldong gaiieg hos offteu to acral of aiemibepoks 
-ot-baven of zimblem tooidus at legal emocrd 1 bib aabe) ey 
he ane giant lin to Stomebiwel oct of pgantd cinteo. Pork Dee Teen 
demo) gaais joni bniw e yvitiors to mgenb oct ot ome 
Simech garsblanoo enoqas ml 2 ee 
ore algae db ad grivit eiqoag Laan to Abad an predohne Free 2 be cieoe « 
oleoace set lin abiw tad ,yab ack te See oc? te sshtote Ha bak Qoole tied? a0 tat 
beakers oved of tte UW beemnl .pens act to io beciodigle gated at saioeiwris stasmge 
ago corn ona meci-bie adi a4 dulo obucs wills ne lo oodie 
on vad 208 cbest edt siw axctnoanad teatve 37 tpgeuiih ovuald dow ovad oda aigowt 
iw t ened goiler set gnich fnat yonom whuidt anoyne UY ai 10) anoieiveb quickam sata 
gros Ce? & ct gehts ous yom ait ovad ow seod? tedt ton} avotvdo ae hid Senhogy 
usd grisd gadis oro on yea Tas sneemoent ocit ta a 
‘gab’ wd wilgy Bnitiog 2 i bow gnignatio wi muni tn sost afT 


Past 


ae 


+9: 
as 


ae? ve 


52 Montgomery Street 
Boston, Ma 02116 


Ms. Randi Lathrop April 16, 2001 
Assistant Director 

Community Planning 

1 City Hall Square, 9th Floor 

Boston, Ma 02201 


Re: Opposition to Columbus Center, Project EOEA 12459 


Dear Ms, Lathrop, 


The South End does not need high-rise buildings. The Columbus Center proposal calls for 
38 stories on Clarendon Street and 33 stories on Berkeley Street. It seems obvious to me that 
a residential neighborhood is no place for buildings of this scale. 

Technically, there maybe no zoning laws in effect over the Turnpike, but there is an 
implicit code in place: the existing neighborhood. This means an 8 story maximum. 

I do not support the Civic Vision and their 15 story buildings. The committee members are 
biased towards development. Six members were chosen by the tumpike /developer and 
construction industry labor unions and five members were chosen by the city. Who was 

chosen by the residents of the South End? 
Columbus Ave is far too congested to be able to take on the additional burden of two 
construction sites. The crossing at Columbus and Clarendon is dangerously windy at times 
and if two towers (even of 15 stories) are built on Columbus, then Columbus, too, will 
become a wind tunnel. How will the elderly cross the street? 

On the other hand, can't we do something for the community and build a park? What new 
open space or public park has the city created in the recent past in this area? None. It's been 
one development after the other. We need balance. With all the tall buildings going up in the 
vicinity there needs to be additional open space created in compensation. 

The South-West Corridor is a great place to walk and get away from the noise and traffic 
for a while. Boston needs more green spaces with trees, grass and benches. The Emerald 
Necklace is Boston's finest asset. We should take more of our ideas from Frederick Law 
Olmstead and less from developers. 

Boston may be a major city but we need to keep the scale human. The costs involved in 
creating a park might be high in the short term, but the city will be much richer in the long 
term because its citizens will be less stressed, healthier and more content. Those are the assets 
we should be focussing on. 


Sincerely, 


Hugh Fitzgerald 
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April 6, 2001 


Ms. Randi Lathrop, Asst. Director 
Community Planning 

1 City Hall Square 

Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


As a new resident of Boston (condo at 82 Berkeley St.), I commend the work you are doing to 
inform and educate those concerned re Columbus Center. 


For purposes of helping you tabulate neighborhood concerns, mine are similar to many of those 
already expressed, and in order of priority fall thusly: 


1. Noise (particularly that which will be generated by leaving open the tracks- Lot #17) 
2. Parking 
3. Building Height 


Though I own a parking space in the neighborhood, I feel very strongly that considerable 
additional parking - low cost or free - possibly as a municipal lot - should be incorporated into the 
plans. Though it would probably be totally unfeasible, economically, how about covering the 
existing exposed tracks (eliminating the noise problem) with a parking ‘platform’. Maybe 
allowing a little more ‘massing’ would make it more palatable for the developers to consider this. 


I agree with the sentiments expressed last night by Ms. Colley, I believe it was, regarding the 
desirability of getting ‘something’ built on the two lots. 


Sincerely, 


ES 


THOMAS F. HICKE 
82 Berkeley St. #4 
Boston, MA 02116 
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PETER POGORSKI, AIA 
ARCHITEC 


29 March 2001 


Boston Redevelopment Authority 

Planning and Economic Development Office 
One City Hall Square 
Boston, MA 02201-1007 


Attention: Randi Lathrop 


Regarding: Project Notification Form for Columbus Center 
Massachusetts Turnpike Air Rights Parcels 16, 17 and 18 


Dear Ms. Lathrop: 
The following are my comments to the PNF. Please distribute them to all interested parties. 


The master plan for Turnpike air rights (A Civic Vision for Turnpike Air Rights in Boston) identifies 
what is minimally necessary for a project on Parcels 16 and 17 to be considered a betterment to 
the community. 


The master plan was developed to repair damage done to the City’s fabric by previous state- 
sponsored improvement initiatives. It lists the various issues to be addressed, and presents 
economically feasible, appropriate and generally acceptable solutions to the concerns identified. 


The Project Notification Form for Columbus Center states the central urban design goal for 
parcels 16 and 17 is “to bridge the literal gap over the Massachusetts Turnpike”, which over- 
simplifies the point of the master plan and thereby misses its point almost completely. 


The proposed project impacts the immediately adjacent community in various negative ways, but 
offers the community no significant benefit other than eliminating the experience of crossing a 
bridge. 


Recognizing that crossing the bridge on foot is not so bad, it is important to guard against the 
possibility that the city, the state and free enterprise would profit at the expense of neighboring 
citizens and future generations. 


The master plan clearly states that “inappropriate air rights development — projects that generate 
too much traffic or require buildings that diminish the character of their Surroundings — should not 
be built.” 


| believe the proposed project is much larger than necessary or appropriate. As a result, it will 
adversely impact the surrounding community. The proposal should, therefore, be rejected. 


Attached is a detailed List of Comments and Concerns, which more-or-less follows the format of 
the PNF report. 


Thank you. 


ar 


Peter Pogorski 


12 SAINT CHARLES STREET 
BOSTON, MA 02116 


PHONE: 617 423 0038 
FAX: 617 350 7439 
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PNF FOR COLUMBUS CENTER - TURNPIKE AIR RIGHTS PARCELS 16 & 17 
LIST OF COMMENTS AND CONCERNS 


Neighboring Buildings: 


The 3 % story buildings forming the Saint Charles/Cazanove Streets neighborhood, abutting the 
southern edge of parcels 16 and 17, are completely overlooked by the PNF. 


Proposed Program: 


Every effort should be made to reduce the program, since the neighborhoods in this area are already 
among the densest in Boston, and have little open space. 


The parking ratio should be reduced to the minimums in the master plan and city zoning regulations 
(0.75 spaces per residential unit; 0.5 spaces per hotel room), in order to minimize aggravating existing 
traffic congestion in this area, and reducing building mass. 


Resident stickers should not be made available to occupants of this project, on the basis that the 
project’s needs will be adequately met on site. Parking is very limited for existing neighborhood 
residents, and should be limited for the new residents as well. This is consistent with the regional 
initiative to decrease reliance on automobiles. 


Feasibility of locating parking below grade on the “terra firma” portions of the parcels should be 
seriously explored, to reduce building mass as much as possible. 


Health clubs and a grocery store are already present in the neighborhood. The need for more cafes 
and convenience stores is also questionable. How will this project support local businesses, and what 
assurance is there that the retail tenants will be those promoted and described?. 


Function space in the hotel will create a relatively high ratio of vehicle trips, many at peak hours, and 
should be eliminated to reduce both traffic and building mass (including required parking). 


Off-street loading dock and dumpster areas for both parcels appear inadequate, particularly for the 
retail space and especially for the grocery store. The master plan calls for off-street loading and 
service — this criteria must be applied to the retail spaces. 


Public Benefits: 


To reduce the need for a disproportionately large building mass to economically justify this project, the 
City should postpone tax revenues instead of requiring the abutters to shoulder the project's adverse 
impacts for city-wide benefit. Didn’t previous air rights developments benefit from government 
subsidies? 


Similarly, the MTA should raise tolls to put the burden of highway maintenance on highway users 
instead of on abutters, to help reduce the economically necessary building mass. 


The MTA should abandon the notion that acting as real estate developers will permit them to finance 
Central Artery Project budget overruns, while burdening the Turnpike’s abutters with additional 
building mass and resultant perpetual neighborhood problems. 
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The South End and the immediate neighborhood already have a lot of low income housing. More 
mixed income/subsidized housing should be avoided in this “high land value” location, if it means that 
an unacceptably large building mass is necessary for economic viability. 


Rental housing tends to have more transient residents with no long-term investment in the 
neighborhood, and should be avoided , since condominiums tend to provide a substantial proportion 
of investor-owned rental apartments, but still provide the stability and commitment of owner- 
occupants. 


Child care and other youth facilities including indoor and outdoor recreation space should be provided 
if a large new supply of family-sized units is planned. 


The planned development appears to concentrate noise and pollution from the Turnpike and train 
station, funneling it directly at the Saint Charles/Cazanove Streets neighborhood, and creating an 
echo effect. 


A Civic Vision for Turnpike Air Rights 


Each of the master plan’s goals, issues and concerns should be acknowledged by the proponent'’s 
submission and satisfied by the approved project. This is the purpose of the master plan and the 
obligation of the government that commissioned it on behalf of the citizens. 


Why is the size of this project twice that of what was envisioned by the master plan? The PNF 
overlooks THE fundamental point of the master plan, repeating instead that more pedestrian traffic will 
benefit everyone. 


The master plan stresses that building massing and height should relate to the character of adjacent 
communities; it diagrams how this should be accomplished three-dimensionally; and it states that 
these parcels should have only one tall building, located north of Columbus Avenue. 


The 33 story tower proposed along Berkeley Street will not knit the South End and Bay Village 
together as intended. It will catch the prevailing wind from the harbor, and cast a very large shadow, 
creating a questionable pedestrian experience. A planted wind buffer on the east side of Berkeley 
Street should be considered, but safety from crime is a critical concern in its design. 


Contributions toward a public park are not an effective form of mitigation. If a park is deemed 
advantageous after all of the project’s size-related concerns are resolved, and if park maintenance iS 
assured, and if park design is approved as appropriate and safe, then a park should be built as part of 
this project — not IF further funding is secured at some point in the future. 

Public Agencies: 

The South End, Bay Village and Back Bay Historical Commissions should be involved, since the 
project sits between and abuts each of these Historic Districts. One of the master plan's stated 
objectives is to knit these neighborhoods together. 

The Boston Traffic Department should be listed as a necessarily involved public agency. 


Transportation 


The additional vehicle trips generated by this project can be most effectively mitigated by reducing the 
building program significantly. 
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The report acknowledges that “the primary impacts of this project will not extend far beyond local 
streets in the immediate area”. The neighborhood cannot simply absorb over two thousand additional 
vehicle trips per day. 


The report’s stated premise that traffic won't be too bad “given reasonable levels of physical 
improvements and demand management” must be defined, demonstrated and implemented. 


Any traffic study should consider additional traffic from the new hotel at Police Department HQ, as 
well as future development of Parcel 18. 


An independent traffic analysis should be commissioned, to relieve the Traffic Department's burden. A 
proper traffic analysis should gather and apply actual data from the current community at large (in lieu 
of using historic national planning figures for assessment of the immediately adjacent intersections 
only. 


The Orange Line is “standing room only” every morning and evening. How is it possible to 
accommodate more than 2000 additional riders each day without adversely impacting all riders? 
Discouraged riders will revert to using their cars. 


Will resident and visitor parking on roadways be maintained to the present quantity? If space must be 
assigned to curb cuts and more traffic, where will the current users park? 


Construction Impact 


The report states that “air quality impacts from fugitive dust may be expected during the construction 
period.” Neighboring residents feel that a plan is needed which makes every effort to avoid fugitive 
dust during the 3 years of construction. 


In addition to dust and noise, the monitoring, control and mitigation of adverse impacts from 
dewatering and vibration are essential. What assurance will be provided of no short or long term water 
table impact in the area? 


Recognizing the seriousness of the gradual citywide dropping of the water table, Turnpike pumping 
rates and capabilities should be studied and a water table replenishment plan should be implemented 
in the course of air rights development as an adverse impact mitigation measure. 


Construction worker parking provisions must be carefully developed, monitored and enforced, to not 
impact very limited facilities in the adjacent community during construction. 


Truck routing must be carefully planned, monitored and enforced so that no trucks are permitted in the 
neighborhoods. 


Daily — not just periodic - cleaning of adjacent streets/sidewalks and all truck wheels leaving the site 
must be established, monitored and enforced. 


In addition to preserving air quality for pedestrians, the project must specify safeguards for 
neighboring residents and businesses. 


The report states that the deck may be constructed around the clock. Since this phase of construction 
will last a year, explicit provisions must be required to permit neighboring residents the peaceful 
enjoyment of their homes. 
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Independent review of the projects structural and geotechnical engineers’ foundation methodology 
and monitoring program is warranted, to ensure that buildings and utilities in the vicinity of the site are 
not adversely affected by construction. 


Use of less noisy construction techniques and equipment should be explicitly specified; not simply 
promised “where feasible”, which will eventually come to be interpreted as “where it doesn’t cost any 
more’. : 


An enforceable methodology must be implemented to realize the report’s premise for management of 
construction impacts, that: “proper planning and coordination with the MTA, appropriate city agencies, 
and the neighborhood will enhance the successful development of the Project.” 


Environmental 


The local wind direction often follows the Pike, westbound, although the regional prevailing direction 
stated in the report is from the northwest. Wind studies for air quality and pedestrian comfort should 
be based on the various actual conditions typical at the site. 


Provisions should be developed to ensure that wind coming from the east will be mitigated at the 
pedestrian level on Berkeley Street. This should include setback of the tower (as is proposed at 
Columbus Avenue in response to winds from the northwest), and a planted buffer along both sides of 
Berkeley Street. 


High density and lack of open space make daylight a critical concern to the Saint Charles/Cazenove 
Streets neighborhood abutting the project's south edge. Building mass should be located to maximize 
sky view from these streets, and from the back yards. 


The proposed design appears to concentrate automobile, truck and diesel locomotive fumes and 
noise from the Turnpike and train station, discharging them at the Cazenove/Saint Charles Streets 
neighborhood. This is particularly distressing in view of the stated prevailing wind direction from the 
northwest, where tall buildings and the amphitheater form of the proposed building would create an 
eddy in which fumes would collect and noise would be concentrated. 


The proposed design appears to concentrate parking garage openings to concentrate fumes, noise 
and light pollution discharge toward the Cazenove/Saint Charles Streets neighborhood. This problem 
could be avoided if openings were eliminated, but a blank wall is also undesirable. 


Recognizing that the South End is subject to flooding during heavy rains, how will the increased storm 
water discharge - which previously fell onto and was pumped by the Turnpike - impact the BWSC 
system. What measures will ensure that the additional load on the city sewer system will not increase 
the frequency of system overload, or increase the possibility or extent of flooding in the event of sewer 
pump failure as periodically has occurred throughout the South End in the past. 


Off-street loading and service areas appear undersized, with inadequate space for garbage 
dumpsters and sorted recycling bins. How merchandise and trash are transported to and from these 
spaces is unclear. 


Urban Design 
The report's statement that the 101 Clarendon tower “presents its narrowest side to the South End” 


appears to be at variance with the floor plans submitted. A roof plan superimposed on a street plan 
has not been included to illustrate the actual conditions. 
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The report states that the 101 Clarendon tower “is likely to be only minimally visible” from South End 
Streets other than limited locations on Columbus and Clarendon . This appears to be contrary to 
submitted plans when standing anywhere on Cazenove Street or its intersection with Chandler, as 
well as the yards and alley between Cazenove and Clarendon Streets. 


The podium (parking structure) of 100 Berkeley is described as eight stories high, which is more than 
twice the height of the buildings it faces in the adjoining Saint Charles/Cazenove Streets 
neighborhood. Building mass should step down to the scale of this historic district, per the master 
plan. 


The tower along Berkeley Street should be set back from the street-level fagade by one or two bays 
(20 to 45 feet), to better maintain the street’s cornice line and link the scale of the South End with that 
of Bay Village, while obscuring the tower's presence at street level and helping reduce wind at the 
base of the building. Towers in the business district further up Berkeley Street appear to be set back 
from 35 to 85 feet. Too much of a setback at Parcel 17 would unacceptably block daylight and line-of- 
sight along Saint Charles Street. 
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30 March 2001 


Boston Redevelopment Authority 

Planning and Economic Development Office 
One City Hall Square 

Boston, MA 02201-1007 


Attention: Randi Lathrop 


Regarding: PNF for Columbus Center 
Massachusetts Turnpike Air Rights 
Parcels 16, 17 and 18 


Dear Ms. Lathrop: 


I have reviewed the PNF for Columbus Center, and ask you to distribute my comments to all concerned. In 
addition to my support of the concerns raised by the Ellis Neighborhood Association, I am writing to stress the 
following issues which would significantly impact residents of Saint Charles and Cazenove Streets (among 
many other neighbors): 


The 3 % story buildings forming the Saint Charles/Cazanove Streets neighborhood, abutting the southern edge 
of parcels 16 and 17, are completely overlooked by the PNF. 


Every effort should be made to reduce the building program, since the neighborhoods in this area are already 
among the densest in Boston, and have little open space. 


The parking ratio should be reduced to the minimums in the master plan and city zoning regulations (0.75 
spaces per residential unit, 0.5 spaces per hotel room), in order to minimize aggravating existing traffic 
congestion in this area, and reducing building mass. 


Resident stickers should not be made available to occupants of this project, on the basis that the project’s needs 
will be adequately met on site. Parking is very limited for existing neighborhood residents, and should be 
limited for the new residents as well. This is consistent with the regional initiative to decrease reliance on 
automobiles. 


The planned development appears to concentrate noise and pollution from the Turnpike and train station, 
funneling it directly at the Saint Charles/Cazanove Streets neighborhood with an echo/eddy effect. 


Why is the size of this project — and resultant adverse impacts on the abutting community - twice that of what 
was envisioned by the master plan? All those involved in the master plan’s preparation acknowledge that 
economic feasibility was an important aspect of its recommendations, confirmed independently by two 
consultants. 


The master plan stresses that building massing and height should relate to the character of adjacent 
communities; it diagrams how this should be accomplished three-dimensionally; and it states that these parcels 
should have only one tall building, located north of Columbus Avenue. The proposal ignores these guidelines. 


The 33 story tower proposed along Berkeley Street will not knit the South End and Bay Village together as 
intended. It will catch the prevailing wind from the harbor, and cast a very large shadow, creating an often less- 
pleasant pedestrian experience. 


The South End and Bay Village Historical Commissions should be involved, since the project sits between and 
abuts these Historic Districts. 
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The additional vehicle trips generated by this project can be most effectively mitigated by reducing the building 
program significantly. 


The report acknowledges that “the primary impacts of this project will not extend far beyond local streets in the 
immediate area”. The neighborhood cannot simply absorb over two thousand additional vehicle trips per day. 


The Orange Line is crowded every morning and every evening. How is it possible to accommodate more than 
2000 additional riders each day. 


The report states that “air quality impacts from fugitive dust may be expected during the construction period.” 
As a neighboring resident, I feel that a plan is needed which makes every effort to avoid fugitive dust during the 
3 years of construction. 


In addition to dust and noise, the monitoring, control and mitigation of adverse impacts from dewatering and 
vibration are essential. What assurance will be provided of no short-term or long-term water table impact or 
structural settlement in the area? 


Recognizing the seriousness of the gradual citywide dropping of the water table, Turnpike pumping rates and 
capabilities should be studied and a water table replenishment plan should be implemented in the course of air 
rights development as an adverse impact mitigation measure. 


Construction worker parking provisions must be carefully developed, monitored and enforced, to not impact 
very limited facilities in the adjacent community during construction. 


Truck routing must be carefully planned, monitored and enforced so that no trucks are permitted in the 
neighborhoods. 


Daily - not just periodic - cleaning of adjacent streets/sidewalks and all truck wheels leaving the site must be 
established, monitored and enforced. 


In addition to preserving air quality for pedestrians, the project must provide safeguards for neighboring 
residents and businesses. 


The report states that the deck may be constructed around the clock. Since this phase of construction will last a 
year, explicit provisions must be made to permit neighbors the peaceful enjoyment of their homes. 


Independent review of the projects structural and geotechnical engineers’ foundation methodology and 
monitoring program is warranted, to ensure that buildings and utilities in the vicinity of the site are not adversely 
affected by construction. 


Use of less noisy construction techniques and equipment should be explicitly specified; not simply promised 
“where feasible”, which will eventually come to be interpreted as “where it doesn’t cost any more”. 


The local wind direction often follows the Pike, westbound, although the regional prevailing direction stated in 
the report is from the northwest. Wind studies for air quality and pedestrian comfort should be based on the 
various actual conditions typical at the site. 


High density and lack of open space make daylight a critical concern to the Saint Charles/Cazenove Streets 
neighborhood abutting the project’s south edge. Building mass should be located to maximize sky view from 
these streets, and from the back yards. 
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The proposed design appears to concentrate automobile, truck and diesel locomotive fumes and noise from the 
Turnpike and train station, discharging them at the Cazenove/Saint Charles Streets neighborhood. This is 
particularly distressing in view of the stated prevailing wind direction from the northwest, where tall buildings 
and the amphitheater form of the proposed building would create an eddy in which fumes would collect and 
noise would be concentrated and echoed. 


The proposed design appears to concentrate parking garage openings to concentrate fumes, noise and light 
pollution discharge toward the Cazenove/Saint Charles Streets neighborhood. This problem could be avoided if 
openings were eliminated, but a blank wall is also undesirable. 


Recognizing that the South End is subject to flooding during heavy rains, how will the increased storm water 
discharge - which previously fell onto and was pumped by the Turnpike - impact the BWSC system. What 
measures will ensure that the additional load on the city sewer system will not increase the frequency of system 
overload, or increase the possibility or extent of flooding in the event of sewer pump failure as periodically has 
occurred throughout the South End in the past. 


Off-street loading and service areas appear undersized, with inadequate space for garbage dumpsters and sorted 
recycling bins. How merchandise and trash are transported to and from these spaces is unclear. 


The report states that the 101 Clarendon tower “‘s likely to be only minimally visible” from South End Streets 
other than limited locations on Columbus and Clarendon . This appears to be contrary to submitted plans when 
standing anywhere on Cazenove Street or its intersection with Chandler, as well as the yards and alley between 
Cazenove and Clarendon Streets. 


The podium (parking structure) of 100 Berkeley is described as eight stories high, which is more than twice the 
height of the buildings it faces in the adjoining Saint Charles/Cazenove Streets neighborhood. Building mass 
should step down to the scale of this historic district, per the master plan. 


The tower along Berkeley Street should be set back from the street-level fagade by one or two bays (20 to 45 
feet), to better maintain the street’s cornice line and link the scale of the South End with that of Bay Village, 
while obscuring the tower’s presence at street level and helping reduce wind at the base of the building. Towers 
further up Berkeley Street in the business district appear to be set back from 35 to 85 feet — although too much 
setback would unacceptably block daylight and line-of-sight along Saint Charles Street. 


The comments listed above are of particular concern to me. Please see to it that the public officials charged with 
overseeing this matter are made aware of the importance of these issues. Thank you. 


Respectfully submitted, 
Cli Ee IAM A 


Elissa Pogorski 
12 Saint Charles Street 
Boston, MA 02116 
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PETER POGORSKI, AIA 
ARCHITEC EL 


i) 7 April 2001 


Robert Durand, Secretary 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
MEPA Office 

251 Causeway Street, Suite 900 

Boston, MA 022114-2316 


Attention: Bill Gage, Environmental Analyst 


Regarding: EOEA Project No. 12459 
Environmental Notification Form (ENF) for Columbus Center 
Massachusetts Turnpike Air Rights 
Parcels 16, 17 and 18 


Dear Mr. Durand and Mr. Gage: 


| have reviewed the ENF for this project and have attached a 12 page listing of specific comments 
and concerns. Although | support development of these parcels in accordance with the City’s 
recently completed master plan, | am very seriously concerned that although the proposed project 
offers no appreciable benefits, it is WAY TOO BIG. The consequent adverse environmental 
impacts of this extreme deviation from the master plan are many and varied. | have listed over 
100 of them for your consideration, and | expect there are many other relevant issues to be 
identified and addressed before this proposal can be allowed to move forward. 


The proposed project is much larger than that identified by A Civic Vision for Turnpike Air Rights - 
in Boston as appropriate and economically feasible for these parcels. Thus, the adverse impacts 
»> to the quality of life in the surrounding neighborhood will be increased greatly beyond what is 

reasonable. Regardless of any claims or omissions by the ENF - including reliance on data that is 
no longer accurate - the scale of the proposed project cannot avoid severe negative impact to the 
environment immediate to our neighborhood in many ways, including: 


° Density ° Traffic and Parking 
e Public Transportation ® Noise 

® Light © Wind 

e Air Quality | e Groundwater 

° Storm Water Management © Utility Infrastructure 
& Solid Waste Disposal e Construction 


The proposal submitted is of an obviously outrageous scale. | expect that no amount of analysis 
and documentation can hide that it will have significant adverse environmental impact, and a 
thorough environmental impact analysis will demonstrate and document what is already apparent. 


Please help us ensure that those in the public service recognize their civic duty in this matter, and 
that we do not sacrifice the quality of our environment for immediate economic gain. 


Thank you for your effort and concern. 


ee 


Peter Pogorski 


CC: eRandi-Lathrop; BRAY 
3 e(for distribution to: all interested parties)r 
12 SAINT CHARLES STREET 
BOSTON, MA 02116 


PHONE: 617 423 0038 
FAX: 617 350 7439 
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ENF FOR COLUMBUS CENTER - TURNPIKE AIR RIGHTS PARCELS 16 & 17 
» LIST OF COMMENTS AND CONCERNS | 


Although the proposed project will have numerous substantial adverse impacts to its environment, the 
proposal does not offer substantive mitigating benefits to the community. Contrary to its claims, the 
proposed project disregards fundamental restrictions of the City’s master plan for these parcels, 
resulting in a number of serious environmental consequences. The master plan was developed by 
consensus through some SO public meetings involving the Turnpike Authority. The following 
comments are numbered to correspond with the page numbers of the Environmental Notification 
Form as submitted, dated March 15, 2001. 


2 The proponent appears to be under-stating which thresholds will be met or exceeded, the 
vehicle trips per day, and the GPD water withdrawal. 


3a PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The proponent did not note the presence of a train shed with an 
egress head house and electrical substation on Parcel 17 (100 Berkeley Street). 


4b ALTERNATIVES: Although coyly presented, the proponent seems to identify his proposal as 
an alternative to the recommendations of the City’s master plan titled A Civic Vision for Air 
Rights in Boston, while claiming the master plan to be a primary factor in design of the 
proposal, and implying that the proposal’s extraordinary departures from the master plan are 
necessary due to the technical complexities and resultant economic challenges of building on 
highway/railroad air rights. 


A fundamental prerequisite for recommendations of A Civic Vision was their technical and 

2) economic feasibility, which was confirmed by a team of specialized consultants. Since its 
completion, the master plan has been nationally recognized as exemplary, although the 
proponent has yet to demonstrate his credibility in successful delivery of responsible projects 
of comparable size and complexity. 


The proponent would have us believe the master plan developed by the city at a cost of $2 
million with 50 public meetings over two years produced recommendations and guidelines 
which are optional. It should be noted that disregard of the guidelines the Turnpike Authority 
puts down on their roadway will get you pulled over. Similarly, the master plan developed at 
public expense on a consensus basis is an environmental quality standard which must be 
honored. Ergo, the proposal must be rejected, because it is more than twice the size and 
environmental impact of what was recommended as maximum. 


4c ON-SITE MITIGATION: By more than doubling the size and mass of the project from that 
recommended as maximum by the master plan, the proponent has introduced previously 
unimagined adverse impacts to the surrounding community. To simply state an intention to 
mitigate the resultant traffic through various unspecified means is an unacceptably cavalier 
treatment of a very troubling issue. Similarly, the promise to prepare Construction 
Management and Pollution Prevention Plans, and to mitigate any adverse impacts, is a 
meaningless commitment — especially in view of the proponent’s disregard of the master plan’s 
recommendations for project size and massing. 


6 F&G IMPACTS AND PERMITS: Although it may not be a major modification of MGLc121A or B, 
the proposal is an extreme modification of the Boston air rights master plan. 


3 The Legislature required the Turnpike Authority to ensure that any air rights development 
“shall preserve and increase the amenities to the community.” 
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The Memorandum of Understanding between the City and the Turnpike Authority states that: 
“The parties agree to ensure that any project is beneficial to the City and to the residents of the 
affected communities and minimizes, to a reasonable extent, adverse impacts upon the quality 
of life, including but not limited to, traffic, noise, light, density and air quality in the 
neighborhood surrounding any such project.” 


Therefore, a comprehensive environmental impact study specific to the current and future 
environment impacted by this enormous proposal is essential. 


OTHER IMPACTS ON LAND: The sloped grassy surface - which will be eliminated - may not 
seem like much, but the proposal makes no commitment to re-establish a single planting with 
this project of well over 1,300,000 square feet, in a neighborhood noted for its lack of open 
space. 


REGIONAL POLICY PLAN: Although the proponent mentions an obligation to comply with the 
MOU between the MTA and the City of Boston, the master plan (A Civic Vision for Air Rights in 
Boston) is not mentioned, indicating the proponent’s rejection of its validity. The proposal 
should be rejected for disregard of minimum civic environmental standards. 


LOCAL ZONING: Although Turnpike air rights are exempt from City of Boston zoning 
ordinances, the two privately owned parcels which are now parking lots and form the anchor 
point of each parcel’s tower are not exempt. Statements to the contrary appear to be legally 
unsupportable, leaving the proposed project - as designed - subject to local zoning review. 


LOCAL IMPACT REVIEW: Again, the master plan has been disregarded. The details 
promised in Attachment 2 have not been distributed with the ENF. 


ATTACHMENT 2: Attachment 2 has not been distributed with the ENF. 


LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY: Referencing item 7C above, no mention is made to land not 
owned by the MTA. It should be noted that the Court recently found, in a Framingham case, 
that acquiring land for the purpose of development was beyond the Turnpike’s authority. 


MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING: Note that the desirability of meaningful public 
review is clearly expressed. Note that the Citizens Advisory Committee review process is 
limited by the MOU to a few advisory meetings, thereby greatly limiting its ability. Note that the 
MOU applies only to air rights owned by the MTA (this point has been totally omitted from the 
ENF). And note that no exception has been made for compliance with the Civic Vision or with 
MEPA environmental impact reporting and assessment procedures. 


STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT STUDY COMMITTEE: The following sections purport to 
demonstrate compliance with the previously unmentioned Civic Vision master plan. The 
proponent identifies the environmental issues therein as the purview of the BRA. The 
proponent’s greatly exaggerated claims of compliance suggest a hope or expectation that 
MEPA reviewers will not obtain and read the Civic Vision master plan. 


Each of the master plan’s goals, issues and concerns should be acknowledged by the 
proponent's submission and satisfied by the approved project. This is the purpose of the 
master plan and the collective obligation of our government that commissioned it on behalf of 
the citizens. 
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USES: The proposal is basically consistent with the uses expressed in the master plan, but 
more than doubles the permissible volume of those uses, as well as the resultant 
environmental impact. Comments specific to Uses are as follows: 


Every effort should be made to reduce the building program, since the neighborhoods in this 
area are already among the densest in Boston. Because this residential area has precious little 
open space, the proposed development must be required to maximize open sky and natural 


light. 


Health clubs and a grocery store are already present in the neighborhood. The need for more 
cafes and convenience stores is also questionable. 


Function space in the hotel will create a relatively high ratio of vehicle trips, many at peak 
hours, and should be eliminated to reduce both traffic and building mass (including required 


parking). 


The South End and the immediate neighborhood already include a fair share of low income 
housing. More mixed income/subsidized housing is inappropriate in this “high land value” 
location, if it means that an unacceptably large building mass is necessary for economic 
viability. 


Rental housing tends to have more transient residents with no long-term investment in the 
neighborhood, and should be avoided , since condominiums tend to provide a substantial 
proportion of investor-owned rental apartments, but still provide the stability and commitment 
of owner-occupants. 


Child care and other youth facilities including indoor and outdoor recreation space -as well as 
amenities geared to elderly residents - should be provided if a large new supply of family-sized 
units is planned (as stated in the PNF). 


TRANSPORTATION: The proposal more than doubles the maximum transportation load 
recommended by the master plan. This load is a direct result of the size and resultant density 
of the project proposed. Some specific concerns are as follows: 


The additional vehicle trips generated by this project can be most effectively mitigated by 
reducing the building program significantly, to the maximum volume recommended by the 
master plan. 


The parking ratio should be reduced to the minimums in the master plan and city zoning 
regulations (0.75 spaces per residential unit; 0.5 spaces per hotel room), in order to minimize 
aggravating existing traffic congestion in this area, and reducing building mass. 


Resident parking stickers should not be made available to occupants of this project, on the 
basis that the project's needs will be adequately met on site. Parking is very limited for existing 
neighborhood residents, and should be limited for the new residents as well. This is consistent 
with the regional initiative to decrease reliance on automobiles. 


Will resident and visitor parking on roadways be maintained to the present quantity? If space 
must be assigned to curb cuts and more traffic, where will the current users park? Where will 
the displaced users park who now use the surface parking lots to be built upon. 
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The proposal reduces parking available to neighborhood residents, and it does not provide 
parking for the visitors and other traffic the development would draw. The magnitude of this 
impact appears staggering and must be investigated. 


Off-street loading dock and dumpster areas for both parcels appear inadequate, particularly for 
the retail space and especially for the grocery store. The master plan calls for off-street loading 
and service — this criteria must be applied to the retail spaces (see Appendix A, Figure 2-1, 
Ground Level Plan). 


The Orange Line is “standing room only” every morning and evening. How is it possible to 
accommodate more than 2000 additional riders each day without adversely impacting all 
riders? Discouraged riders will revert to using their cars. 


The Civic Vision recommends the construction of a bike path from the train station. The 
proponent proposes bike racks instead. 


PUBLIC REALM: A primary objective of the master plan is to maintain and improve the quality 
of life in the vicinity of the project. The size of the proposed project will adversely impact the 
public realm to a remarkable extent - it is twice the size of what was envisioned by the master 
plan. The ENF overlooks THE fundamental point of the master plan, claiming instead that 
more pedestrian traffic will benefit everyone. 


The floor area of the proposed project exceeds that of the prudential building, and simplistic 
traffic studies using archaic data cannot camouflage the realization that the area streets - laid 
out 200 years ago — cannot handle this additional traffic. The resultant impact on the public 
realm is grid lock and road rage, as well as a myriad of adverse environmental impacts due to 
too much traffic. 


The number of vehicles leaving/entering the proposed parking garages at peak will likely 
require a traffic cop — as the Hancock Garage (with its Mass Pike on ramp) does now. 
Pedestrians will predictably have a difficult time negotiating this environment, as they already 
do in trying to cross Clarendon Street. 


Presently at evening peak, it is very difficult to park in resident spaces of the adjacent 

neighborhood. Traffic studies must include the inevitable circling and double parking of many 
vehicles, which will undoubtedly be aggravated by the net loss of on-street parking as a result 
of this development, coupled with vehicles visiting the residents of the proposed development. 


The South End and Bay Village Historical Commissions should be involved, since the project 
sits between and abuts each of these Historic Districts. Although one of the master plan’s 
stated objectives is to knit these neighborhoods together, the 33 story tower on Berkeley 
Street will surely divide them for ever. 


To reduce the need for a disproportionately large building mass to economically justify this 
project, the City should postpone tax revenues instead of requiring the abutters to shoulder the 
project’s adverse impacts for city-wide benefit. Didn’t previous air rights developments benefit 
from government subsidies? 


Similarly, the MTA should be directed to raise tolls to put the burden of highway maintenance 
on highway users instead of on abutters, to help reduce the economically necessary building 
mass. 


‘etivenqueneseb 1 bre .2inebiedy Shana of gldstavie gnibeq aectinen Ie 
sit Yo ebutingeri ssiT nina aang) ort oitistiaartto bra sronaiv ext 
| beiagtieay ni ad tauibre pnneQOsi 2 


ot vreieihe Spipetaiasadge sisasa ‘neers tears toil 
oribsol tesrta-tonel also mei i Dassaditbal aft role yisoog sritaol yeioa gave bnia'e: 


J-2 nagit A “beasagA se¢) 20RBge Helo ant oF poilggs $d am aiativo ett . 
frist Ie 


o1.sidlazeg tf ai WOR. .DNIineve EryEpAA ON! YravS “YE C4007 oripnsie” si wrld 
le yobapemi yYezevos onlie YS rinse coh lenotohs QG06 Aad got st nae 


| 1 
igo vet! one of Naver Niw evsbh soominoec 


anit odtieta nist aff mor Aleaone's 1cHoUVanoe ort ehraermmooe) now. 
western) stost aid 2220q901q If 


suo ett evandin Loris pieunigen one sly tataeen ent te evioads yiemng A 
wi Viemevis li togiog bseudosy SA Io. etic eT Apelor or? lo viens, 
i yc bairiaigives tow istiw Jo osie SA Saint 2) -Inek® sidshemen sor m 


tect! bseteni onimiet elo iia ar? 1a inidg isinemabau?l AMT eAxoahave AW se r 
. ” groyiave Maned iw sitet net ; 


“rt? yr 
TW TBs 


. ie Fae 6 Cr 
g25f 7 


aiziyetie bre poibiud itindouig a0! jo Jen ebesoxedaaieg Sseoqo1g sit io este 4 
Ow - 2isele esis ot ian! NovsSs) coi! eiy Sgs asd. lone BIRD SietioS al ev ak ste : 
giidug at wo sami ‘retina on? Mat isroiobe: ait Stenger jonnsa ~og8 2 
ot dub 2tosqmi teinamnmwne seavbs jo barge ae lew. 26 6967 feo Ons xool ung 
. ici 


- 
anil fiw As90 $8 eo0eTSD ONINBO Haan IQIG sity oinheeamanadalaias ie 30) pis 
wot) 2@ow (ane? ao si] 2esieti ctw) Sos%6 J Asednet ert ae -~ged me 
hess yor 2a fnerincnivis ert aie LO QS Brn! ne To # ceil siaiesativics Whe 
: ssentgiaebOeIA( eaow ore 


» Qe 


inecsibe 241 aacdeqs tahiesi mi den Of oe ‘cies seae atineve te | an 

(ern To pabhsg @kived Oris pains atta i} a aan jaar eaibine SiisT Loomes 

eat & a6. Q0bhEd Ete-no lo 2eoien ert ye Usiae aQue 60 Gostaubias) live rviriw at 
nemgoisvel basagaie off 14 ginagast Sit g SE: sin dav thy b Stas dnerngoh vei 


Inaiara ett! gartiz Deviews od Dlvorle eneiseimimon iseaolsih BQSliy-¥c 2 bre bad ritsiol 
2'nsla 1fepm eri to strap iguana sional -* aiht posemae ig NORS wide One mse 
ysis neo AO ewoDyiete ee ert ertegal Sbacnliod ngien saent rao} 2 zevihede me 

; é 1ev9 iolmed! ebivih ylonue lit: 


ae) Viet YIBIIACHOjs OF azar onibliud egal yiaisnolimoQogeines it Oaen ant coube 
_entogtuone of 21eitude eer ghittepet lo Seale! seynevsr Kel anodieoy Riveme YA Ory 15 
titaned 2inamnqoiaveb atiph tie evolved Mrbid Jcaned shiwyhs yo! efeqrii s2ravies 2 
Tasidiedue2 insirinsavoL 


esngnwinism yewsoirt lo nebwe or tue Of Shor eziet-ol ooiogiib'ed bywere ATM ert yoainlé 
onblud yeszesoen Yleorrondase ert Sauber qian of exshuds 1 10 DaSient ~wesdtyswrigin no 
228i 


10 


The MTA should abandon the notion that acting as real estate developers will permit them to 
finance Central Artery Project budget overruns, while burdening the Turnpike’s abutters with 
additional building mass and resultant perpetual neighborhood problems. 


Contributions toward a public park (as suggested in the PNF) are not an effective form of 
mitigation. The quality of the public realm should not be compromised for the hope that 
additional funding will be secured at some point in the future. If a park is deemed 
advantageous after all of the project's size-related concerns are resolved, and if park 
maintenance is assured, and if park design is approved as appropriate and safe, then a park 
should be built as part of this project. 


BUILDING FORM: The master plan stresses that building massing and height should relate to 
the character of adjacent communities; it diagrams how this should be accomplished three- 
dimensionally; and it states that these parcels should have only one tall building, located north 
of Columbus Avenue. The proposal is not in compliance and should be rejected. 


The 33 story tower proposed along Berkeley Street will not knit the South End and Bay Village 
together as intended by the master plan. It will catch the prevailing wind from the harbor, and 
cast a very large shadow, creating a questionable pedestrian experience. A planted wind 
buffer on the east side of Berkeley Street should be considered, but safety from crime is a 
critical concern in its design. 


Feasibility of locating parking below grade on the “terra firma” portions of the parcels should be 
seriously explored, to reduce building mass as much as possible. 


The 3 and 4 story buildings forming the Saint Charles/Cazanove Streets neighborhood, 
abutting the southern edge of parcels 16 and 17, are completely overlooked by both the PNF 
and ENF. 


The podium (parking structure) of 100 Berkeley is described as eight stories high, which is 
more than twice the height of the buildings it faces in the adjoining Saint Charles/Cazenove 
Streets neighborhood. Building mass should step down to the scale of this historic district, per 
the master plan. 


The planned development appears to concentrate noise and pollution from the Turnpike and 
train station, funneling it directly at the Saint Charles/Cazanove Streets neighborhood. The 
proposed building configuration would cause any wind to eddy such that fumes would 
perpetually collect/concentrate, and would create an echo effect that would magnify 
highway/train station noise toward the immediately adjacent residential neighborhood. 


CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE: The MOU seeks to minimize the public process by 
abbreviating the permitting sequence. It also gives the developer the right to seek arbitration if 
they are unhappy with the decisions of the authorities having jurisdiction (which is with public 
input). Arbitration is generally recognized as the process by which the disagreeing parties “split 
the difference”. Thus, the CAC process is seriously weakened, as is the resultant 
recommendation of the BRA and the subsequent decision of the MTA. This puts an 
exceptional importance on a thorough MEPA review process without the usual reliance on the 
City’s review and control capability. 


Of the two CAC meetings held to date, there was no discussion at the first meeting, and the 
project was unveiled at the second (to a shocked audience). Because a time extension of the 
comment period was demanded, a total of four meetings are planned before the MTA decides 
the fate of this proposal. 
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EO 385 — PLANNING FOR GROWTH: Since the proposal is for more than double the size 
envisioned by the master plan, a thorough environmental review must be conducted to ensure 
that the project is supported by adequate infrastructure. It seems obvious that the 200 year old 
adjacent roadways cannot support the proposal, in addition to their current burden, and it 
seems other infrastructure would be overburdened as well. 


Without thorough environmental review, there is no assurance that the proposed project will 
not have an adverse impact on a threatened natural resource: the groundwater. Dewatering for 
construction of this project will likely impact the elevation of the water table at least temporarily, 
which has been a cause of serious damage and substantial expense to adjacent historic 
buildings in the vicinity in the past. A dropping of the water table has also recently been 
recognized as a long-term area-wide problem to which this project could contribute if not 
mitigated, exposing neighboring wood piles to air and consequent rapid decay with resultant 
foundation failure. 


Without thorough environmental review, any temporary dewatering could undermine a 
substantial number of immediately abutting buildings in the South End Historic District — 
significant historic resource. This would not only cause irreparable loss to the 
Commonwealth's historic resources, but it would also cause devastating financial loss to many 
of its citizens. 


The ENF states: “as mentioned previously, the Project is largely consistent with the ... Civic 
Vision report.” Because this claim is /argely overstated, it must be concluded that the claims of 
compliance with other applicable design criteria are also not credible and must be confirmed in 
detail by the reviewing authority. On page 21 of the ENF, Section Ill, the developer states his 
expectation that any/all requirements of consequence will be identified by the review process 
and stated as conditions of the permit. 


WATER SUPPLY: The proponent states that the municipality or region has indicated the 
system has adequate capacity to supply this project, but contradicts that assertion by noting 
this issue must be studied in more detail. 


GROUNDWATER WITHDRAWAL: The proponent states that this issue is not applicable, 
although it is not clear that temporary dewatering during construction — which the developer 
reports will take 3 years — is not being contemplated. The environmental consequences of 
dewatering are a very real and Serious threat to both the historic resources of the 
Commonwealth, as well as the investment by South End residents in home ownership. This 
issue must be thoroughly investigated. 


Recognizing the seriousness of the gradual citywide dropping of the water table, Turnpike 
pumping rates and capabilities should be studied and a water table replenishment plan should 
be implemented in the course of air rights development as an adverse impact mitigation 
measure. Since this proposal is the first in a number of parcels on which development is now 
planned, this is the time to confront this issue. Assuming the depressed roadway collects 
ground water leakage and pumps it to waste (as is typical in highway construction beneath the 
water table), then it is reasonable to assume that the Massachusetts Turnpike represents a 
significant potential source of ground water depletion and dropping of the water table. The rate 
of discharge and zone of influence must be identified to assess its impact, and to develop a 
mitigation plan if necessary. 
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SEWAGE COLLECTION SYSTEM CAPACITY: The proponent states that the BWSC/MWRA 
collection system can accommodate this project, but contradicts that assertion by noting this 
issue must be studied in more detail. 


OTHER IMPACTS ON WASTEWATER FACILITIES: Another very serious concern to the 
South End residential community that the proponent has not identified is the issue of storm 
water management. For many years, the South End has been prone to flooding a large 
number of homes during heavy rains, when the storm/sewer system overflows and/or pumping 
equipment fails in meeting the demand. Presently, rainwater falling on the depressed roadway 
is pumped by the Turnpike’s storm water management system. Air rights development will not 
only collect run-off from previously pervious surfaces (including the train tracks as well as 
grassed areas), but it will also redirect substantial surface runoff from the Pike’s system to the 
City’s system. This issue must be thoroughly assessed, to ensure that existing problems with 
storm water management are not made worse by this project. 


TRAFFIC IMPACTS: The basis of average daily traffic generated by the project, as well as the 
basis of daily traffic on roadways serving the site should be confirmed, not only on each street 
listed, but also on each of the other streets affected. 


The ENF assumes (and the PNF states) that the primary impacts of the proposed project will 
not extend far beyond local streets in the immediate area. The traffic study in the Appendix C 
reflects this assumption. The local neighborhood is already very congested — bumper to 
bumper, with virtual stand-still at peak - and cannot simply absorb over two thousand 
additional vehicle trips per day. Also, it is unclear how such a large number of vehicles leaving 
the neighborhood will simply dissipate without impacting adjacent, similarly congested 
neighborhoods. 


The assumption that traffic won’t be too bad given reasonable levels of unspecified physical 
improvements and demand management must be defined in detail and compellingly 
demonstrated. The basis for acceptability of this proposal is to maintain or improve the quality 
of life in the surrounding community. Thus, traffic impact must be thoroughly investigated, and 
planning assumptions must be compellingly demonstrated, since an adverse traffic impact will 
result in a number of consequently adverse environmental impacts (air quality, pedestrian 
safety, noise, loss of parking, etc.). 


The proposal’s impact should be gauged to various major destinations — not just the immediate 
area. Most vehicle trips generated at the site will use one of several preferred routes to leaving 
the area, including Clarendon Street south to the expressway (and South Bay Shopping 
Center), Berkeley Street north to Storrow Drive (and points north/east/west), and the Mass 
Pike West (at Copley Square). The traffic study reported in the ENF is unrealistic in many 
ways, and should be performed independently, based on actual current traffic data obtained by 
site survey. For example, the traffic data in Appendix C lists 2 % of the traffic heading south on 
Clarendon Street (narrow route through a densely populated residential neighborhood, and yet 
all South Enders use this route regularly. 


The traffic data in Appendix C is apparently based on national standards, outdated census 
figures and erroneous assumptions. Historically acceptable national averages are not 
necessarily representative of this area’s actual patterns of car usage in the 21° century. Any 
traffic study should cumulatively consider additional traffic from the other nearby projects 
recently completed, as well as the planned new hotel at Police Department HQ and future 
development of Parcel 18. 
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The traffic data in Appendix C appears to consider the impact of development on each parcel 
independently, although the proposal is for both to be built and operational simultaneously. 


The vehicle trip generation calculations in Appendix C include planning assumptions which are 
inconsistent with actual local patterns and conditions. For example: the existing parking lots 
are attended, and regularly parked solid; the number of outbound trips at morning peak and 
inbound trips at evening peak for the proposed residential units is grossly understated (they 
are contrary to current practices of area residents): the displaced spaces from the parking lots 
should not be subtracted from the proposed new spaces, but should be added, since these 
commuters who pay for daily parking will probably still keep their jobs if the project is built, 
parking in competition with neighborhood residents (as will service providers and visitors to the 
project's occupants). 


An independent traffic survey and analysis should be commissioned which utilizes statistical 
sampling techniques based on actual neighborhood traffic patterns and an accurate vehicle 
utilization rate during peak periods. This will relieve the Traffic Department’s burden. A 
comprehensive traffic analysis should gather and apply actual data from the current 
community at large, in lieu of using historic national planning figures for assessment of the 
immediately adjacent intersections only. The study should include impact of busses. deliveries, 
parking difficulties, etc.. 


The assumed “mode split” ratio of car trips, train trips and pedestrian trips generated by the 
proposed project must be confirmed, since it forms the basis of all transportation impact 
analysis. Survey of a statistical sampling in the immediate vicinity of the project must be 
performed, and scenarios must be examined which compensate for the survey’s probability 
factor. | 


TRANSIT: The ENF’s stated premise that “It is expected that there will be adequate capacity 
on transit lines ... “ must be substantiated. Presently, the Orange Line is “standing room only” 
during peak periods, with some trains packed full on arrival — it cannot simply absorb 2000 
additional daily riders without adversely impacting all the people relying on this station. 


PEDESTRIANS: It should be noted that security around the perimeter of these two parcels 
currently presents no particular problems to pedestrians. Thus, the proponent’s claims of 
benefit provided to the community by increased density are groundless. The proponent’s claim 
that undefined streetscape and lighting improvements will create a safe environment must be 
substantiated, since provision of seating and/or plantings can reduce pedestrian Safety. 


CONSISTENCY: The proponent’s broad claims of compliance with the various applicable 
Standards have not survived scrutiny in the instances reviewed and cited herein. Compliance 
claims made in this section (and elsewhere in the ENF) must be fully verified, and an 
extension of the review process will likely be necessary to accomplish this and other studies. 


It is unlikely that more people will walk instead of taking the car or train due to streetscape and 
lighting improvements to be made on these two blocks unless, of course, the developer is 
promising the streets will be paved with gold and money will grow on trees. Again, the 
assumed mode split must be substantiated. 


The proponent promises to promote Transportation Demand Management Measures which 
will reduce single-occupancy vehicle trips. This commitment must be clearly explained and 
substantiated. It sounds like a technical way of saying that anyone in the area - or anyone 
contemplating a trip to the area - will think long and hard before trying to drive anywhere once 
this project is built. Such an approach would represent a significant and perpetual adverse 
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impact to the environment. This implied abdication of traffic management that will not only 
disrupt and burden neighborhood residents in their daily lives, but it will affect cost of service 
for all businesses within or servicing the neighborhood, and it will affect emergency service 
vehicles critical to the neighborhood. 


The Civic Vision master plan calls for extension of a bike path from the train station. Instead, 
the proponent proposes bike racks. Secure indoor bicycle storage is needed, or bike racks will 
not be utilized, and will simply be trash racks and pedestrian obstacles. 


The proponent promises to comply with any traffic analysis requirements. The proponent 
should finance an independent survey and analysis of all impacts on the community, including 
parking. 


ROADWAY CHANGES: It seems counterintuitive that existing roadways need not be changed 
as a result of 1.3 million square feet of new construction. Traffic conditions are often quite 
crowded now, and pedestrian crossings can be difficult. 


IMPACT ON ENERGY SERVICES: The proponent states that this project will be “similar to 
that of typical downtown redevelopment.” This statement obscures the fact that this project will 
use far more energy than comparable acreage in the adjacent South End, due to its density. 
Availability of sufficient infrastructure should be confirmed, so that any necessary infrastructure 
upgrade costs will be borne by this developer, and not spread among other rate payers. 
Similarly, the impact on tele-communication and media providers’ infrastructure should be 
assessed, so that neighboring residents do not end up subsidizing the cost of service to this 
development's large number of occupants. 


ENERGY-RELATED PERMITS: The proponent admits to not knowing “if any energy-related 
permits are required”, but assures us that if they are, that process will ensure that the 
developer complies with all applicable regulations. The proponent must be advised that it is the 
proponent's responsibility to identify and comply with all applicable requirements, and not just 
with those emphasized by reviewing authorities. 


AIR QUALITY IMPACTS: Potential long-term impacts include: increased pollution from mobile 
and idling vehicles in and around the project; concentration of fumes from the highway and 
train station, concentration of noise from below the project: the effects of wind on pedestrians: 
and wind effect on concentrated fumes and noise. 


The local wind direction often follows the Pike, westbound, although the regional prevailing 
direction stated in the report is from the northwest. Wind studies for air quality and pedestrian 
comfort must be based on the various actual conditions typical at the site. 


If the proponent is serious about improving the pedestrian environment, provisions must be 
developed to ensure that wind coming from the east will be mitigated at the pedestrian level on 
Berkeley Street. This should include setback of the tower (as is proposed at Columbus Avenue 
in response to winds from the northwest), and a planted buffer along both sides of Berkeley 
Street. 


The proposed design appears to concentrate automobile, truck and diesel locomotive fumes 
as well as noise from the Turnpike and train station, discharging them at the Cazenove/Saint 
Charles Streets neighborhood. This is particularly distressing in view of the stated prevailing 
wind direction from the northwest, where tall buildings and the amphitheater form of the 
proposed building would create an eddy in which fumes would collect and noise would be 
concentrated/echoed (see Figure 2-1, Ground Level Plan in Appendix A). 
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The proposed design appears to orient all parking garage openings in a way that concentrates 
fumes, noise and light pollution discharge toward the Cazenove/Saint Charles Streets 
neighborhood. This problem could be avoided if openings were eliminated, although a blank 
wall is also undesirable. 


High density and lack of open space make daylight a critical concern to the Saint 
Charles/Cazenove Streets neighborhood abutting the project's south edge. Building mass 
should be located to maximize sky view from these streets, and from the back yards also. 


22 IIIA STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN: A proper traffic study will reveal that this project would not 


22 IIIB MICROSCALE AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS: The criteria for this study should include exhau 


23 


only be subjected to mobile sources of emissions, but also to significant stationery sources 
during peak traffic periods. In other words, the surrounding streets can be assumed full of 
idling vehicles for several hours each morning and evening. Vehicles in this project's parking 
garage are additional to this existing pollution. 


rab) 7 
QO wo 


from traffic, the bus station, the highway, the train station, the garages (existing and prop »s 
restaurants and other uses, as well as the actual wind conditions at the site (not simply th 


prevailing regional direction). 


CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT PLAN: The proponent promises “a number of strictly 
enforced measures’. These must be carefully developed and clearly delineated, to address the 
following concerns (among others): 


The report states that “air quality impacts from fugitive dust may be expected during the 
construction period.” Neighboring residents feel that a plan is needed which makes every effort 
to avoid fugitive dust during the 3 years of construction. 


In addition to dust and noise, the monitoring, control and mitigation of adverse impacts from 
dewatering and vibration are essential. What assurance will be provided of no short or long 
term water table impact in the area? 


Adjacent structures must be monitored for any signs of movement due to vibration or 
temporary dewatering, and a response plan must be put in place. 


Construction worker parking provisions must be carefully developed, monitored and enforced 
to not impact very limited facilities in the adjacent community during construction. 


Truck routing must be carefully planned, monitored and enforced so that no trucks are 
permitted in the neighborhoods. 


Daily — not just periodic - cleaning of adjacent streets/sidewalks and all truck wheels leaving 
the site must be established, monitored and enforced. 


In addition to preserving air quality for pedestrians, the project must specify safeguards for 
neighboring residents and businesses. 


The report states that the deck may be constructed around the clock. Since this phase of 


construction will last a year, explicit provisions must be required to permit neighboring 
residents the peaceful enjoyment of their homes. 
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Independent review of the project’s structural and geotechnical engineers’ foundation 
methodology and monitoring program is warranted, to ensure that buildings and utilities in the 
vicinity of the site are not adversely affected by construction. 


Use of less noisy construction techniques and equipment should be explicitly specified: not 
simply promised “where feasible”, which would inevitably come to be interpreted as “where it 
doesn't cost any more’. 


The ENF states that “proper planning and coordination with the MTA, appropriate city 
agencies, and the neighborhood will enhance the successful development of the Project.” An 
enforceable methodology for management of construction impacts must be implemented to 
realize the proponent’s premise. 


INVESTIGATE APPROPRIATE MEASURES: The proponent seems to recognize that this 
development will discourage visitors from driving to this community, and is presenting this as 
something other than an adverse impact to the neighborhood. All the investigation and all the 
theories in the world will not mitigate the adverse impact this huge project will place on its 
neighbors. 


The proponent promises to investigate measures to minimize exhaust from the garage, but 
disregards the impact of concentrated highway and train station emissions, as well as vehicle 
exhaust from idled traffic around the project. 


SOLID WASTE STORAGE: Proposed facilities for storage of solid waste appear inadequate, 
and will thus create an adverse environmental impact as gaipage is inevitably stored on the 
streets. 


Off-street loading and service areas appear undersized, with inadequate space for garbage 
dumpsters and sorted recycling bins. This is particularly true for the retail space and especially 
for the grocery store. How merchandise and trash are transported to and from these spaces is 
unclear. The master plan calls for off-street loading and service — this criteria must be applied 
to the retail spaces. 


CONSTRUCTION RECYCLING: The proponent’s commitment to “encourage the construction 
contractor to explore the feasibility of recycling” is a hollow promise, at best. 


OTHER SOLID WASTE IMPACTS: In that the PNF makes no mention of office use, it should 
not me cited as an example of the type of solid waste to be generated. The PNF identifies 
restaurant space and a grocery store, although it apparently does not provide for its waste 
management or recycling. 


CONSISTENCY: In addition to his present commitment to “explore” the topic, the proponent 
must be required to document how the “recycling programs that ensure adequate recycling 
infrastructure on site” will work, since the necessary space appears not to have been allotted 
on the floor plans. 


HISTORICAL RESOURCES: The objective of the master plan is to knit together the historic 
neighborhoods, and restore the damage done to this historic residential fabric by past state- 
sponsored construction of the Turnpike. The site is adjacent to and between the South End 
and Bay Village Historic Districts. Upon completion, the proposed project will be a high rise 
complex in the middle of a historic residential neighborhood. This is as inappropriate, but more 
environmentally disruptive, than running a highway through a historic neighborhood. 
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Additional impact to these immediately adjacent historical resources includes the potential to 
destroy them completely by reducing the groundwater to a level which exposes their wood 
piles to air and rapid decay. 


It must be noted that although this was brought to the attention of the proponent in a public 
forum two months ago, Figure 1-1, Locus Plan in Appendix A is very misleading. It inaccurately 
portrays the buildings immediately south of Parcel 17 as medium size commercial buildings. 
However, these streets (Cazenove and Saint Charles) contain very narrow row houses 3 and 4 
stories high (including basements), many of which are single family homes. They have been 
rendered twice actual size in the Appendix by showing the back yards as though they were 
buildings. This inaccuracy occurs on various project documents, and helps explain why the 
proposal completely overlooks its adverse impact on this abutting neighborhood 


PLANS FOR PRESERVING HISTORICAL RESOURCES: The proponent is presently 
unwilling to involve the adjacent South End and Bay Village Historical Commissions. These 
groups are the most appropriate bodies to assess visual and shadow impacts, as well as other 
potential impacts such as those previously mentioned in these comments. 


ATTACHMENTS: To facilitate review of this proposal, the proponent should submit additional 
information, such as: 


e A roof plan showing the proposal in its environment 

e A 3 dimensional view of the proposal in its environment 

e A comprehensive comparison of the proposal to the master plan 

e Amap showing public and private land on each parcel 

e A map of historical resources in the vicinity 

e An actual mode split ratio survey for the current South End neighborhood 
e Current surveys of peak period vehicular and subway traffic vs. capacity 
e A comprehensive traffic impact study (throughout the neighborhood) 

e Acomprehensive parking impact study 

e Acomprehensive air quality impact study 

e A comprehensive wind impact study 

e A neighborhood noise impact study 

e A shadow study on neighboring sidewalks and building facades 

e Open sky view corridor studies 

e A ground water management study 

e A storm water impact assessment 

e Utility infrastructure capacity studies 

e A description of receiving, shipping and waste disposal procedures for each tenant 
e A solid waste storage and recycling space analysis 

e A comprehensive construction management plan 

e A vibration monitoring and remediation plan 
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Randi Lathrop 


ocr Marc Grossman [mgrossman@therionbio.com] 
nt: Friday, March 16, 2001 9:10 AM 
To: Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us 
Subject: Columbus Center Proposal 
Dear Randi: 


| am submitting the following personal comments and questions to the 
BRA and CAC in the wake of the most recent CAC meeting regarding the 
proposed Columbus Center development: 


1. Since the developer's understandable wish to assure itself of a 
reasonable financial return is presumably the driving force behind the 
proposed height and mass of its project, | strongly urge the CAC to make 
the economics of the project the principal focus of its next meeting, 
rather than using that meeting to address the project's environmental 
impacts, as initially proposed by the CAC chair. The extent of 
environmental impacts (such as traffic, shadows, wind, emissions etc.) is a 
direct function of the development's overall scope, and therefore, it seems 
to me, is more appropriately discussed only after the developer has 
presented, and the CAC and the community have had an opportunity to assess 
its rationale for its current proposal. 


2. The CAC should insist that the developer expressly justify, at a 
@:: CAC meeting, its radical departure from the height/mass limitations 


at the SDSC concluded in the Civic Vision masterplan are financially 
easible for these parcels. (As | recall, one former member of the SDSC 
who spoke at the last CAC meeting said all real estate developers the SDSC 
consulted concurred as to the financial feasibility of these limitations.) 
For this purpose, a written version of the developer's justification, 
together with all relevant supporting materials (including, most 
especially, both the SDSC's and the developer's estimates of decking costs) 
should be made available to the CAC and the public as soon as possible. If 
the proposed height and mass of the project are indeed necessary to assure 
a reasonable financial return, then the developer should be eager to comply 
with this request so as to dispel public suspicions that what really lies 
behind its proposal is a wish to reap a windfall profit regardless of the 
impact on the surrounding community. 
I'd like to make two comments with respect to any justification 

of the project's scope. First, although | don't pretend to be 
knowledgeable about these matters, it seems to me that in determining the 
reasonableness of any development on parcels 16 and 17, there is only one 
special factor that legitimately may be taken into account, and that is 
decking costs. Apart from this single factor, the reasonableness of any 
proposal should be judged by the same criteria as if the sites were terra 
firma. In particular, it seers to me wholly inappropriate to allow any 
particular amount the developer and the MTA may have agreed upon as an air 
rights lease fee to be used to justify a scope in excess of that which 
would otherwise be acceptable. The air rights lease fee is simply a site 
acquisition cost, like the purchase price of land in a more typical 
project. If, AFTER a determination has been made on independent grounds as 

o the maximum acceptable scope of the project, the seller of the site 
©: the MTA) and the developer are unable to agree on a site acquisition 

ee which makes the project financially feasible, then, as in other 
projects, the development has simply proven to be unfeasible at the time. 

Second, I'd like to Know whether or not the SDSC contemplated 

that all of the air rights over parcel 17 would be decked over when it 
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arrived at its determination of the appropriate height/mass limitations. 

If it did, then by declining to deck over most of the track area on that 

parcel (which appears to represent more than half of the air rights over 

st), the developer would seem to have substantially weakened any argument 
Or have for exceeding the parameters established by the SDSC. 


3. | believe that the residents of 75 Clarendon Street, Cazenove 
Street, Saint Charles Street and the buildings on the west side of Berkeley 
running to Chandler and the north side of Chandler Street between Berkeley 
and Clarendon need substantial additional information in order to be able 
to assess the pros and cons of the developer's proposal not to deck over 
the Amtrak and MBTA tracks on parcel 17. | personally have the following 
questions: 


--Is the Turnpike, which is to be decked over, to be walled-off 
from the tracks? 


--The Turnpike and the trains currently generate substantial 
noise adversely affecting the residents of the aforementioned locations. 
What assurance will these residents have that the project as currently 
designed will not exacerbate this problem, creating, as one speaker at the 
recent CAC meeting put it, “a megaphone into the South End," or at least 
into the windows, gardens and roof decks of the adjacent residents? 


--What will be the effect on these residents of train and auto 
fumes and emissions if the tracks are left exposed? | note that the towers 
on parcels 16 and 17 appear to be pretty directly in the paths of the 
prevailing summer and winter winds. How would fumes and emissions be 
vented if the tracks were instead decked-over? 


--How much would it cost to deck-over only the MBTA tracks? All 
Yk tracks? By how much would these costs vary depending on what is built 
.\ top of those decks? Eg., landscaping versus garage space? 


--If decking were installed over all the tracks, how disruptive 
would that be to the abutting ends of St. Charles and Cazenove? For 
example, would the existing roof and barrier wall have to be temporarily or 
permanently removed? Would the ends of these streets be required to 
provide a terra firma anchor site? 


--It should be noted that many of these considerations will 
dramatically affect not only currently existing residences but the future 
occupants of the parcel 17 development itself, who, it appears, will look 
directly down at the exposed tracks and breathe and hear whatever arises 
from them. Note, for example, the proposed Berkeley Street townhouses, 
which apparently will have no rear garden space and will sit and look 
directly over the tracks. 


--Finally, I'd like to point out that while questions about 
whether or not it's reasonable or desirable to leave the tracks exposed are 
questions about environmental impacts, they are also related to the scope 
and design of the parcel 17 project, since building, say, a one story 
garage over some or all of this area would presumably permit a significant 
reduction in the overall height of the entire garage. | want to 
emphasize, however, that I'm not now advocating any such change to the 
developer's proposal, but only requesting the information necessary to 
assess its feasibility and desirability. 


4. How much of the $300 million total cost of Columbus Center does 
om developer plan to allocate to parcel 16 and how much to parcel 17? If 
'm correct in speculating that a substantially greater and easier 
financial return can be realized from 100 condos and a 200 room hotel than 
from 326 apartments, my concern is that even though the two projects are of 
comparable size, the apartment complex may get short shrift when it comes 
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to matters of construction and finish. 


5. I'd like to see the CAC ask the developer to present to the 
blic its credentials for developing a project of 1.3 million square feet, 
ich | understand to be about as large as the Prudential. As | recall, 
none of the past projects the developer identified at the first meeting 
were any where near that magnitude. I'd hate to think that two or three 
stories were there just to pay for the developer's learning curve. 


6. Are all written comments to the CAC from the public, neighborhood 
associations and other interested parties being made publicly available 
somewhere so that everyone can be informed about the views and concerns of 
others? 


7. At each of the previous two CAC meetings one speaker has asserted 
his belief that the only thing worse than not developing parcels 16 and 17 
would be to pressure the developer into undertaking a financially shaky 
project. While agreeing that a financially fragile development would be 
undesirable for everyone, it is easy to think of at least one other result 
that would be worse than no development at all -- and that would be the 
construction of an aesthetically inappropriate and environmentally unsound 
project of monumental proportions destined to adversely affect the 
surrounding community and the City of Boston as a whole for the rest of the 
century and beyond. 


Thank you for passing this along to the CAC and I'd welcome any 
responses you yourself might make at this time. 


Marc Grossman 


7 Saint Charles Street 
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Randi Lathrop 


From: PlataMan@aol.com 

Sent: Wednesday, March 28, 2001 9:40 AM 
To: Randi.Lathrop.BRA@ci.boston.ma.us 
Subject: Parcels 16&17 


Dear Ms. Lathrop: - 

As a South End resident and Ellis Neighborhood Association board member, | 
wish to express my strong objection to Winn Development's 38 story design for 
Columbus Center. This does not comply with the Memorandum of Understanding 
between the Turnpike Authority and BRA and, as was clear from the crowded 
Ellis Board meeting last night, which many residents also attended, is 

opposed by many neighbors. 

We clearly want the Pike covered, but the current design is twice as high as 

it should be, and will horribly congest Clarendon Street (despite claims to 

the contrary by the developer) and will shade and overpower the South End. 
How is the BRA responding to this proposal? 

Thank you for any information. 

| plan to attend the CAC hearings. 

Bruce Backman 


3/28/01 
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FAX 415 440 4276 Dick O'Brien PO1 


Richard P. O’ Brien 
48 Dwight Street, #4 
Boston, MA 02118 
(617) 338-6637 


Randi Lathrop, BRA 
One City Hall Square 
Boston, MA 02201 


Via FAX (617) 742-7783 


Dear Randi Lathrop: 


1 would like to express my support for the proposed development on Parcels 16 and 17 
between the Back Bay and South End. The project as proposed strikes me as a delightful 
addition to the city. It will both add housing and serve to knit together neighborhoods 
now separated by the ugly trench that is the Massachusetts Turnpike Extension. 


I recently moved back to Boston after ten years. While happy to be home, | am appalled 
by the lack of housing, affordable or otherwise. Anything that can be done to alleviate 
the shortage 1s welcome. 


My time away, 7 years of it in Chicago, also gave me an appreciation for the benefits of 
having a variety of housing options available within a neighborhood context. High-nise is 
not a dirty word in the Windy City. As a result it is possible to live in a high-rise 
building and still be part of a neighborhood, This is what the proposed development 
offers and I think it is something the surrounding neighborhood should embrace. 
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Randi Lathrop, BRA 
One City Hall Square 
Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Mr. Lathrop, 


I am writing to express my extreme displeasure over the planned project on Parcel 17 of 
the Mass Pike extension. I have less of a problem with the one on Parcel 16 as it does not 
really cut off anything as the oversized building on Parcel 17 will. Both will add 
unnecessary and unmanageable traffic to our inner city neighborhood. As a south end 
resident I beg you to stop this project in it’s tracks. 


I must also object to the lack of input from residents on both these projects. The 
arrogance and lack of courtesy displayed in this process does your agency a disservice. 


Sincerely, 


Wile 


Walter E. Lander 
66 Clarendon St# 4 
Boston, 02116 
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16 PIEDMONT STREET 
BOSTON, MA 02116 


March 16, 2001 


Ms. Randi Lathrop 
BRA 

City Hall 

One City Hall Square 
Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Randi: 


[| am writing in response to the March 8" Turnpike Air Rights meeting for parcels 16 & 
17, which I am pleased to have been able to attend. Unfortunately, both Norman Block, 
and I failed to sign in; I would therefore appreciate it if you could add both of our names 
to the sign in sheet as being in attendance. 


Since we hadn’t signed in and due to the time constraint of the meeting, neither of us 
chose to speak. Many others, during the course of the meeting, generally expressed our 
concems. We wouid like to be on record as opposing the developments as presented, and 
would like to have the following comments considered by the BRA. 


We have many concerns about the process so far. We do not understand why the BRA is 
making the community even consider this gross proposal since it is clearly flying in the 
face of the "Civic Vision" report. The density and height of both of the proposed 
developments do away with the expectations of a pedestrian friendly urban fabric that 
will connect the neighborhoods back together. The impact of attracting another 540 
more cars into the area, with the garage floors in the face of neighboring residents 
windows is hardly good urban planning with, or without, the Civic Vision guidelines. 


The enormous height of the towers will, in our opinion, create severe wind and shadow 
problems, and the increased daily vehicle trips of 2,000 is not what the impacted 
neighborhoods look forward to. If parcel 18 is to be a park it is likely to be severely wind 
swept from the tall tower proposed on Berkeley Street, and not the calming open space 
envisioned by the "Civic Vision". 

[tis hoped that the BRA will require the developers to have an extensive and detailed 


qu 
environmental impact review particularly for wind, shadow, and traffic. As regards 
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traffic, it doesn't seem appropriate to be using 1990 and 1997 information as the 
measures addressed.in the PNF. The traffic situation in Boston, as we all know, has 
increased considerably in the past 10 years and will continue to increase as other 
developments, such as 131 Dartmouth Street are in the future pipeline for that area. 


It is understood that the economic factors play a large part in this issue. We know that it 
is complicated because the land belongs to the Turnpike Authority and it is clear that the 
lease agreements with the Developer are driving the current proposed huge development 
proposals. It would have been a fairer process if the parcels had been put out for bid ina 
competitive way considering the vast public expense, in time and money, in preparing the 
"Civic Vision" report. 


The Project, as proposed, is too dense. It needs more open space. Cut down the towers 
inthe current proposals and include open space in each, making sure that the whole 
development embraces its surroundings. For instance, residential buildings do not 
necessarily need to go high to achieve larger numbers of units in order to get light on 
both sides of a dwellings - inner courtyards are environmentally and creatively one 
possible way to go. Low squat doesn't have to be the only alternative to a tower, as we 
are led to believe. 


In conclusion, there clearly needs to be some compromises on all sides if we are to have 
development on these parcels to replace the pieces of the neighborhoods that were 
gouged by the Turnpike in the early 60's. But it cannot be development for the sake of 
development. Boston is now a successful City, due in large measure to its historic 
neighborhoods. The people, who live and work in it, and not the great hulking towers, 
are what give Boston its unique character. 


It 1s not too late for the City to do the right thing. It is incumbent upon the BRA to insist 
on the Turnpike's 1997 agreement with the City and to make the developers stick to the 
tules of the game as outlined in the "Civic Vision". As residents of Bay Village, Norman 
Block and I can guarantee that you will get our full support in pursuing that objective. 


Thank you for your kind attention to our comments and suggestions. 


Sincerely, 
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Anthony M. Woeltz 
Senior Vice President 


: Relationship Manager 
\ Fle. ef The Private Clients Group 
@ Mail Stop: MA BO FO5C 
75 State Street 
Boston, MA 02109 
617-346-2127 
1-800-441-5468 


3 a d | Fax 617-346-2658 


anthony_m_woeltz@fleet.com 
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To Whom it Concerns: 


I am writing to express my concerns for the proposed developments on parcels 16 & 17. Like many of my 
neighbors, I believe that the developer has designed buildings which will greatly impact the neighborhood 
in an negative manner. 


I moved to the South End 11 years ago when I purchased my current home on Chandler Street. What 
attracted me to the area was the small personal scale of the neighborhood’s architecture and the relative 
peacefulness (given the urban setting). These projects threaten the very reasons that brought me into the 
area and have kept me here. I am do not agree with the developers statements that the projects will 
“complete the urban fabric of the South End” but rather destroy the special character of my neighborhood. 


Although I am very fond of my current neighborhood, there are certain aspects that I do not like, a major 
one being parking difficulties. How can the proposed # of spaces possibly support the needs of the 
proposed buildings? Math has never been my strong suit but for parcel 16, if you add 200 hotel rooms + 
102 condos (assuming that each condo has only one car) you will need 302 spaces. If you subtract this # 
from the planned 331 spaces you are left with a meager 29 spaces for hotel, shop, and restaurant employee 
never mind any patrons or customers. The developer’s statement that all the parking will extremely 
expensive to encourage “T” usage is absolutely ridiculous. It will not encourage people to ride the “T”. 
The orange line is horrendous especially in comparison to some of the other lines in terms of regularity an: 
safety. Visitors to these buildings will just do what visitors to the South End already do, take the spaces 
designated to the residents. It doesn’t matter that they risk a ticket, chances are that they won’t get one in 
the evening or on the weekend and the fine is often less than parking in a legal spot. 


Unfortunately, my current job requires me to commute by automobile in and out of the city on a daily 
basis. I know the traffic patterns of the area intimately. On Arlington Street I pass by two hotels which 
cause commuting nightmares. The Ritz, despite a yellow curb and no meters, causes chaos virtually any 
time of day. Vehicles triple park and taxis cut across multiple lanes of traffic for a fare. The Park Plaza 
isn’t much better in terms of aiding the flow of traffic despite the fact that it doesn’t face onto Arlington 
Street. And, if you were to study the double parking on Columbus Ave in front of Workbench/Club 
Cafe/etc. you would be appalled by how many people think its ok to block half of the available lanes. I 
cannot imagine that the addition of these two proposed structures would do anything but make a bad 
situation much worse. 


When I do not have to work, I love to walk around Boston. I used to go through the Corridor years ago bu 
due to the recent increases in crime | avoid the area. Ifa park is built on parcel 18 I am very concerned 
about who would patrol it and who would maintain it. There is a courtyard outside of my room at work. It 
is not old but when it was built no one thought to put in funds for its maintenance. So, the area is barren, 
ugly and not utilized. It is better to not have any park than to have one that is unsafe or not kept up. 


In addition to my concern over walking through open city spaces, I avoid walking down Clarendon Street 
towards Boyleston as many of my neighbors do. Why? Because of the horrible wind sheers coming from 
the Hancock tower. I usually cut through Back Bay station to avoid the area surrounding the skyscraper. 
In winter, the effects are unbearable. I hate to imagine the terrible impact that these proposed buildings 
would have on pedestrians crossing Columbus. One man, an architect from the Back Bay, said in the 
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March meeting that height is not such an important issue, that people are not affected by tall buildings. He 
obviously has not walked by the Hancock tower on a chilly day. 


Parcel 17 has me worried not only in terms of its proposed size and impact on traffic and the neighborhoox 
but also due to its planned usage. I realize that Boston can be a very expensive place to live. And, perhap 
there is a need for more affordable housing in the city as Mayor Menino claims. However, why in my fro 
yard? The South End has more than its share of low income and affordable housing. There is Tent City, 
The Castle, The Villa, etc. and it is unfair and unreasonable to expect us to take on any more of the burden 
Let Beacon Hill house some of the Boston’s less fortunate citizens! If you venture towards Back Bay 
Station in the evening and into Copley Place, you are likely to run into young “hoodlums” that do not 
inspire trust and confidence from the general public. Where do they come from? Where many of the 
assailants come from that attack pedestrians along the Corridor, Tent City (and other area low income 
housing projects). Family housing is fine when the family is responsible and intact. But, as is often stated 
in the South End News crime reports “parents....do you know where your children are?”’. 


Along the lines of crime, why must the South End be short-changed to pay for cost over runs from the Big 
Dig? As was stated in the last CAC meeting, profits from the sale of the air rights would go towards the 
central artery project. I realize that a lot of money needs to be raised in order to pay for the ever increasin; 
construction costs and to make up for the loss of federal funds and monies not “handled” appropriately by 
those involved with the project. There has got to be better and fairer ways to raise the necessary funds. 


In conclusion, I hope that my concerns and those of my neighbors are fully taken into account. Most of us 
would like to see developments built on parcels 16 & 17 but they must be reasonable and follow the civic 
vision. The buildings proposed by Casin/Winn are not acceptable for the reasons stated above. It would 
appear that all they care about is turning a HUGE profit at the expense of many citizens living in the 
historic South End. Please do not allow this to happen. 


Sincerely, 


Judy Komarow 
66 Chandler Street 
March 36, 2001 
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